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House of Representatives

The House met at noon and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. FARENTHOLD).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 23, 2015.

I hereby appoint the Honorable BLAKE
FARENTHOLD to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 6, 2015, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de-
bate continue beyond 1:50 p.m.

———————

END HUNGER NOW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) for 5
minutes.

Mr. McCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, last
Congress, we passed a new farm bill. As
a member of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, I could not support it, either in
committee or on the House floor. I
couldn’t support it because it cut
SNAP, the Supplemental Nutrition As-
sistance Program, our Nation’s premier
antihunger program. I couldn’t support
a bill that I believed made hunger
worse in America.

At the time, members of both parties
offered many assurances that the
changes to SNAP’s relationship with
LIHEAP, the Low Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program, wouldn’t
hurt SNAP recipients, that the changes
were merely ‘‘closing a loophole’ rath-
er than a true benefit cut.

I was skeptical of those assurances at
the time—and with good reason. The
Congressional Budget Office estimated
that the change would reduce benefits
for about 850,000 low-income house-
holds by an average of $90 a month in
the 14 States and the District of Co-
lumbia that took advantage of a State
option to link LIHEAP and SNAP.
States chose to use this option to al-
leviate some of the heartbreaking
choices that poor families face. Seniors
and the disabled are all too often the
ones forced to choose between buying
food or heating their homes or paying
for their prescriptions.

Throughout the farm bill process,
antihunger advocates in the ‘“‘heat and
eat” States vigorously opposed the
LIHEAP cuts to SNAP, saying their ef-
fects would be much greater than the
Congressional Budget Office estimates.
I'm sorry to say they were right. These
cuts are much more than just abstract
numbers. We are starting to hear real
stories from real people who are seeing
their SNAP benefits cut. Hunger is
worse in this country because of these
cuts.

Take Judy Beals, a disabled senior
from Belleville, Wisconsin. Earlier this
year, she saw her SNAP benefit cut
from $120 a month to $16 a month. Let
me repeat that, she now gets $16 a
month in food assistance. That is it.
That is unconscionable. How could
anyone afford to feed themselves for a
month on that?

Ms. Beals says she is forced to eat
just once a day now that her SNAP
benefit has been cut as she tries to fig-
ure out how to pay her other bills. To
add insult to injury, Ms. Beals found

out that her SNAP benefit had been
cut at the register at the grocery store
with a full cart of groceries.

Mr. Speaker, Ms. Beals’ story is not
unique. The Hunger Task Force in Mil-
waukee estimates that, in Wisconsin
alone, 255,000 families have seen their
SNAP Dbenefits reduced since the
LIHEAP cuts went into effect.

We are hearing similar stories in New
Jersey, another State that did not ex-
tend its heat and eat program. The
Food Bank of South New Jersey esti-
mates that 160,000 New Jersey residents
have lost about $90 a month in SNAP
benefits due to the farm bill cut.

Now, to be fair, there are several
States, including my home State of
Massachusetts, that did the right thing
and found a way, mostly with State
funds, to make up the money lost by
the LIHEAP cut in the farm bill. Re-
publican and Democratic Governors
stepped up and recognized that those
already struggling to put food on the
table would be worse off if they didn’t
find a way to fix the cut. In those
States that did not make up the
money, we will continue to hear stories
of people who have seen their SNAP
benefit cut.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to serve on
the House Agriculture Committee.
Since the beginning of this Congress,
the committee has been conducting a
top-to-bottom review of the SNAP pro-
gram. Now, I have no idea where these
hearings are going and, once again, we
have heard assurances that there will
be no cuts in SNAP, but I have this
sinking feeling in my stomach that
these hearings are not leading to a
place that is good for millions of strug-
gling Americans.

The fact is SNAP is a good program.
It works. It is effective, and it is effi-
cient. It is one of the most efficiently
run Federal programs that exists, with
an unbelievably low error rate.

Instead of cutting SNAP or making
other harmful policy changes, we
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should be strengthening the program.
Democratic and Republican witnesses
alike have testified before the Agri-
culture Committee that the SNAP ben-
efit is already too low.

We have heard that the certification
and recertification process is time-con-
suming and onerous, especially for
working families. We have heard about
people who are eligible to get renewed
benefits who fall off the program be-
cause of these onerous, new require-
ments.

We have heard from charities that
they cannot solve the problems of hun-
ger on their own. Charities do incred-
ible work, but they cannot meet the
demand for food assistance. They need
a strong Federal partner.

We need better coordination among
all stakeholders—Federal agencies,
nonprofits, faith-based organizations,
and businesses—to end hunger. That is
why I have been advocating for a White
House conference on food, nutrition,
and hunger. We need a coordinated, ho-
listic plan to end hunger now.

If we make further cuts to SNAP, we
will no doubt hear more stories like
Ms. Beals where those who are already
struggling to put food on the table see
their food assistance benefits cut.

The bottom line, Mr. Speaker, is that
we should not be making hunger worse
in this country. We should end hunger
now.

———

CONGRATULATIONS TO JUAN
FELIPE HERRERA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. TAKANO) for 5 minutes.

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate and pay tribute
to Juan Felipe Herrera, who was re-
cently appointed to serve as the United
States Poet Laureate.

The son of migrant farmworkers, Mr.
Herrera is the first Latino American to
be appointed to this position and has
published more than a dozen short sto-
ries, novels, and collections of poetry.

In 2008, he was awarded the National
Book Critics Circle Award, and in 2012
he was appointed California’s Poet
Laureate.

Never one to shy away from experi-
mentation, Mr. Herrera conducted a 2-
year poetry project, entitled, ‘‘The
Most Incredible and Biggest Poem on
Unity in the World,” where California
residents of all ages submit their
writings on unity. The project resulted
in a 170-page collection of poems on
unity and how we as Americans can
come together.

A recent retiree from the University
of California, Riverside, Mr. Herrera
taught creative writing and worked
with young people in the Inland Em-
pire by creating an antibullying poetry
project that allows kids affected by
bullying to channel their feelings
through poetry. Poetry, after all, is an
incredibly powerful medium.

In his work, “‘Let Me Tell You What
a Poem Brings,”” Herrera spoke of poet-
ry’s impact, saying:
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Before you go further,

let me tell you what a poem brings,

first, you must know the secret, there is no
poem

to speak of, it is a way to attain a life with-
out boundaries,

yes, it is that easy, a poem, imagine me tell-
ing you this,

instead of going day by day against the ra-
zors, well,

the judgments, all the tick-tock brongze, a
leather jacket

sizing you up, the fashion mall, for example,
from

the outside you think you are being enter-
tained,

when you enter, things change, you get
caught by surprise,

your mouth goes sour, you get thirsty, your
legs grow cold

standing still in the middle of a storm, a
poem, of course,

is always open for business too, except, as
you can see,

it isn’t exactly business that pulls your spir-
it into

the alarming waters, there you can bathe,
you can play,

you can even join in on the gossip—the mist,
that is,

the mist becomes central to your existence.

As a former student of Juan Felipe
Herrera’s, I offer my congratulations
and know that he will continue to in-
spire and move us with his words as our
next Poet Laureate.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until 2
p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 10
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

O 1400

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. FARENTHOLD) at 2 p.m.

———————

PRAYER

Reverend Dr. Barry Black, Chaplain
of the United States Senate, Wash-
ington, D.C., offered the following
prayer:

Sovereign Lord, Your kingdom can-
not be shaken.

Thank You for inviting us to ask and
receive, to seek and find, and to knock
for doors to open. Lord, forgive us
when we forfeit our blessings because
of our failure to ask. Remind us that
we have not because we ask not.

Inspire our lawmakers to harness
prayer power continuously. May they
follow Your admonition to pray with-
out ceasing. Throughout this day, may
they repeatedly ask You for wisdom
and guidance. May their fervent pray-
ers make a positive impact on the leg-
islative process.

We pray in Your great name.

Amen.
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THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
EMMER) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. EMMER of Minnesota led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

CONGRATULATING JOE RAMSTAD

(Mr. EMMER of Minnesota asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. EMMER of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in recognition of
Joe Ramstad, a high school senior from
Forest Lake, Minnesota.

This impressive 18-year-old from my
district was recently named the 2015
Star in Agriscience by the Minnesota
Future Farmers of America for his
work teaching a local agricultural lit-
eracy program.

Agriculture is a vital part of Min-
nesota’s economy, and we are depend-
ent on these young men and women to
ensure that agriculture remains a
bright and thriving industry in our
State.

In the fall, Joe will be heading to the
University of Minnesota with plans to
work toward an agricultural education
degree. Eventually, he hopes to work in
an urban setting to educate students
on a variety of agricultural opportuni-
ties that exist.

I applaud Joe and all Future Farmers
of America for their interest and pas-
sion in agriculture and Minnesota.

Thank you, and congratulations on
your recent honor, Joe.

———

HUMANE COSMETICS ACT

(Mr. BEYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BEYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today on a bill that Representatives
McSALLY, CARDENAS, JOE HECK, and I
have introduced, the Humane Cos-
metics Act.

The Humane Cosmetics Act would
phase out the use of animal-based test-
ing for cosmetic products. It will even-
tually prohibit the sale of cosmetics
tested on animals in foreign countries,
making sure that only safe products
tested with cutting-edge technology
enter the American market.

It is time for us to end the painful
and completely unnecessary process of
testing American cosmetics on ani-
mals. Safer, more cost-effective, and
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completely humane alternatives al-
ready exist; and the United States is in
no danger of losing its competitive role
as a leader in the global cosmetics in-
dustry. Now, we need to ensure our
place as a moral leader.

Over the last 20 years, cosmetics
companies have reduced their use of
animals for cosmetics testing in favor
of more reliable, cost-effective, and
technologically advanced methods that
can more accurately predict whether
cosmetics are safe for humans.

Let’s not stay in the past. Let’s keep
up with our peers. The Humane Cos-
metics Act would match U.S. law to
the European Union, Israel, and India
and ensure that the American cos-
metics industry can remain competi-
tive in a changing global market.

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor
this bill.

——————

REPEAL THE INDEPENDENT
PAYMENT ADVISORY BOARD

(Mrs. BLACK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, in 2010,
President Obama described his signa-
ture healthcare law as ‘‘a new set of
rules that treats everyone fairly and
honestly.”

But under President Obama’s Inde-
pendent Payment Advisory Board, also
known as IPAB, a panel of 15 unelected
bureaucrats would be tasked with cut-
ting Medicare costs in a way that could
deny care to seniors who need it the
most.

Now, I have been a nurse for over 40
years, but you don’t have to be in
health care as a professional to under-
stand that there is nothing fair about
that. Even Democrat Governor Howard
Dean called IPAB ‘‘a healthcare ration-
ing board’ that should be scrapped.

Mr. Speaker, no senior needs a Wash-
ington bureaucrat standing between
them and their doctor.

Vote ‘‘yes” on H.R. 1190, and let’s re-
peal IPAB today.

———
IRAN NEGOTIATIONS

(Mr. LOWENTHAL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, the
goal of the ongoing P5+1 negotiations
is to guarantee that Iran never devel-
ops a nuclear weapon.

As Congress assesses the final deal, I
am going to draw upon a recent publi-
cation which is entitled, ‘‘Negotiations
with Iran: Five Requirements for a
Good Deal,” which details the fol-
lowing five components: one, mecha-
nisms supporting strong verification,
including anytime, anywhere inspec-
tions of all Iranian nuclear and mili-
tary facilities; two, Iranian compliance
with all U.N. resolutions and full dis-
closure of its previous work toward nu-
clear weapons; three, a schedule which
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lifts sanctions only as Iran meets the
agreement’s obligations; four, must in-
clude measures to prevent Iran from
becoming a nuclear threshold state;
and, lastly, requirements that Iran dis-
mantle its nuclear weapon infrastruc-
ture and relinquish its fissionable
weapons material stockpile.

————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 19, 2015.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
June 19, 2015 at 2:22 p.m.:

That the Senate passed S. 808.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.

————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 23, 2015.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
June 23, 2015 at 11:02 a.m.:

That the Senate passed with an amend-
ment H.R. 91.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.

————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 22, 2015.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
June 22, 2015 at 5:26 p.m.:

That the Senate passed with an amend-
ment H.R. 1735.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.
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CONSUL GENERAL TOYOEI
SHIGEEDA

(Mr. TAKAI asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TAKAI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to talk about a very good friend of Ha-
waii and a very good friend of mine,
Consul General Toyoei Shigeeda.

Consul General Shigeeda has been a
tireless advocate for Japan and has
been the glue that has held together a
solid bond between Hawaii and Japan.

I have known Consul General
Shigeeda and his wife, Michiko, since
they arrived in October of 2012. I have
enjoyed many occasions with the con-
sul general and Michiko at the numer-
ous bon dances throughout Oahu.

I recall inviting Consul General
Shigeeda to the Aiea Hongwanji bon
dance 2 years ago. We had a great time.
More importantly, Consul General
Shigeeda and I enjoyed spending many
Friday and Saturday nights last year
going to bon dances. He and Michiko
are really great bon dancers.

I also wanted to commend the consul
general on his efforts to bridge the Pa-
cific Ocean and bring together the
leaders of Japan’s Diet with the mem-
bers of the Hawaii State Legislature.
This Japan-Hawaii Friendship Associa-
tion will continue for many years and
will continue to foster the great rela-
tionship between Hawaii and Japan.

I also wanted to thank Michiko. She
has developed strong bonds with many
Japanese organizations and has always
been a great advocate for Japan.

I wish them well, Mr. Speaker, for
their service in Hawaii, and I wish
them the very best in their future en-
deavors.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 3 p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 11 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

———
0 1501

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. SIMPSON) at 3 o’clock and
1 minute p.m.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of
rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later.
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DOMAIN OPENNESS THROUGH CON-
TINUED OVERSIGHT MATTERS
ACT OF 2015

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 805) to prohibit the National
Telecommunications and Information
Administration from relinquishing re-
sponsibility over the Internet domain
name system until the Comptroller
General of the United States submits
to Congress a report on the role of the
NTTIA with respect to such system, as
amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 805

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Domain Open-
ness Through Continued Oversight Matters Act
of 2015” or the “DOTCOM Act of 2015”°.

SEC. 2. REQUIREMENTS FOR IANA STEWARDSHIP
TRANSITION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Until the date that is 30 leg-
islative days after the submission to Congress of
the report described in subsection (b), the Assist-
ant Secretary may not permit the NTIA’s role in
the performance of the Internet Assigned Num-
bers Authority functions to terminate, lapse, be
cancelled, or otherwise cease to be in effect.

(b) REPORT DESCRIBED.—The report described
in this subsection is a report that contains—

(1) the proposal relating to the transition of
the NTIA’s stewardship of the Internet Assigned
Numbers Authority functions that was devel-
oped in a process convened by ICANN at the re-
quest of the NTIA; and

(2) a certification by the Assistant Secretary
that—

(A) such proposal—

(i) supports and enhances the multistake-
holder model of Internet governance;

(ii) maintains the security, stability, and resil-
iency of the Internet domain name system;

(iii) meets the needs and expectations of the
global customers and partners of the Internet
Assigned Numbers Authority services;

(iv) maintains the openness of the Internet;
and

(v) does not replace the role of the NTIA with
a government-led or intergovernmental organi-
zation solution; and

(B) the required changes to ICANN’s bylaws
contained in the final report of ICANN’s Cross
Community Working Group on Enhancing
ICANN Accountability and the changes to
ICANN’s bylaws required by ICANN’s IANA
Stewardship Transition Coordination Group
have been adopted.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) ASSISTANT SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Assist-
ant Secretary’ means the Assistant Secretary of
Commerce for Communications and Information.

(2) ICANN.—The term “ICANN’’ means the
Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and
Numbers.

(3) LEGISLATIVE DAY.—The term ‘‘legislative
day’ does mnot include Saturdays, Sundays,
legal public holidays, or days either House of
Congress is adjourned for more than 3 days dur-
ing a session of Congress.

(4) NTIA.—The term ‘“NTIA’ means the Na-
tional Telecommunications and Information Ad-
ministration.

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to
provide for certain requirements relating to
the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority
stewardship transition.”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. SHIMKUS) and the gentleman
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from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous material in the RECORD
on the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today we are here to
consider H.R. 805, the DOTCOM Act. I
first introduced this legislation last
Congress, and I am proud to see it
brought to the floor today. The
DOTCOM Act is a great example of
what can get done when we work to-
gether and build on the Energy and
Commerce Committee’s growing record
of legislative success.

Mr. Speaker, as many of my col-
leagues know, from the time the ad-
ministration announced their intent to
transition the IANA functions, I have
had serious concerns about the poten-
tial risk associated with the move. I
have said time and again that this is
far too important to rush and that we
must carefully consider all the poten-
tial consequences and outcomes before
any transition occurs.

Mr. Speaker, my bill would require a
period of 30 legislative days for us to
review any proposal that NTIA receives
from the multistakeholder community
and ICANN. This allows us to hear
from our constituents and consult with
outside experts before we decide if
ICANN’s proposal is satisfactory. If, in
this review ©period allowed only
through passage of the DOTCOM Act,
we find that ICANN and/or its proposal
does not adequately protect the free
and open Internet, Congress can then
take action to either completely stop
the transfer or require more safeguards
to be put in place.

Additionally, and perhaps most im-
portantly, the DOTCOM Act requires
NTIA to renew their contract to con-
tinue these important stewardship
functions with ICANN before it expires
in September. Everyone agrees that
the contract should remain with NTTA
while this process moves forward.
DOTCOM is the vehicle to make sure
this does in fact happen. Extending the
contract takes the pressure off of mak-
ing a rushed transition and perhaps
making mistakes. We get one bite at
the apple on this, and we need to make
sure it is done correctly.

Mr. Speaker, before I relinquish my
time, I want to say that I am very
proud of the work that has been done
on this bill in the Energy and Com-
merce Committee, particularly by
Chairmen UpPTON and WALDEN and
Ranking Members PALLONE and ESHOO.
We wouldn’t be here today without
their hard work and also the work of
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staff, particularly Greta Joynes of my
office and committee staff David Redl,
Kelsey Guyselman, Margaret McCar-
thy, David Goldman, and Tiffany
Guarascio.

Mr. Speaker, clearly, this is an issue
that has brought both sides together
for the best interests of all Americans.
I ask my colleagues to support the pas-
sage of H.R. 805, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 805, the Domain Openness
Through Continued Oversight Matters,
or DOTCOM, Act. I am pleased to sup-
port this bill, and I want to commend
my colleagues for the bipartisan proc-
ess in the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee that brought us here.

The Internet is a great American suc-
cess story that has benefited billions of
users around the globe. Over the last
two decades, the United States Govern-
ment has taken steps to get out of the
way and empower a bottom-up ap-
proach to Internet governance. Thanks
to the success of this multistakeholder
model, the Internet has opened up new
markets and economic opportunities
and become an unprecedented platform
for democratic free expression.

Mr. Speaker, under both Republican
and Democratic administrations, the
U.S. Government has supported the
idea that the Internet should be gov-
erned through a decentralized process,
free from governmental control. Since
the late 1990s, the U.S. Government has
moved towards private sector manage-
ment of the domain name system. To
put it another way, we think that the
future of the Internet should be deter-
mined by businesses, civil society, and
technical experts.

Congress has also explicitly em-
braced this vision. As recently as 2013,
the House voted unanimously in sup-
port of a bill making it official U.S.
policy to ‘‘preserve and advance the
successful multistakeholder model
that governs the Internet.”

Mr. Speaker, completing the transi-
tion of the Internet Assigned Numbers
Authority advances that policy goal.
The TANA transition reaffirms our two-
decade commitment to the global
multistakeholder community, but we
have a responsibility to make sure that
the transition is done right.

The DOTCOM Act continues the
longstanding congressional support for
the global, open Internet while appro-
priately conducting oversight of the
National Telecommunications and In-
formation Administration. We require
NTIA to live up to the commitments
the agency has made for the IANA
transition and ensure that trans-
parency and accountability mecha-
nisms are in place before the U.S. Gov-
ernment can relinquish its stewardship
role. In short, I believe our bill pro-
vides the necessary safeguards for the
IANA transition to occur without un-
necessary delay.

Our vote on the DOTCOM Act today
is timely for several reasons. Key
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meetings are taking place, as we speak,
in Buenos Aires, Argentina, to finalize
planning for the IANA transition. And
quick action on the DOTCOM Act is
needed to provide a better alternative
to the language in the House Com-
merce, Justice, Science Appropriations
bill that blocks NTIA’s ability to im-
plement the transition. Unlike the ap-
propriations rider, the DOTCOM Act
provides a real opportunity for con-
gressional oversight, so I urge all my
colleagues to support it.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank Chairmen UPTON and WALDEN,
Representative SHIMKUS, and their re-
spective staffs, David Redl and Greta
Joynes, for working with Congress-
woman ESHOO and other Democrats on
this bill. The DOTCOM Act shows what
we can accomplish when our work is bi-
partisan from the start. I would also
like to thank David Goldman and Mar-
garet McCarthy of my staff for their
hard work on this legislation. I look
forward to working with you all and
our colleagues in the Senate to see this
bill become law.

Mr. Speaker, I have no other speak-
ers. I urge passage of the DOTCOM Act.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of H.R. 805, the DOTCOM Act.

Over the past two decades, U.S. policy
through Republican and Democratic adminis-
trations has supported the transition of the
Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) to
the private sector. The DOTCOM Act which
passed the Energy and Commerce Committee
by voice vote last week carries on this bipar-
tisan tradition by ensuring that the IANA tran-
sition supports and enhances the multi-stake-
holder model of Internet governance; main-
tains the security, stability, and resiliency of
the Internet domain name system; and does
not replace the role of the NTIA with a govern-
ment-led or intergovernmental organization so-
lution.

Importantly, the DOTCOM Act as amended
by the Committee, represents a sensible alter-
native to the funding restriction included in the
House-passed Commerce, Justice and
Science (CJS) Appropriations bill. | look for-
ward to working with my colleagues to see
that the DOTCOM Act becomes the law of the
land—rather than enacting a counter-
productive limitation of funds which sends the
wrong message to the international commu-
nity.

Iythank Chairman WALDEN, Ranking Member
PALLONE and Congressman SHIMKUS for their
bipartisan cooperation on this bill and | urge
my colleagues to support the DOTCOM Act,
which is a vote for the multi-stakeholder model
of Internet governance and a global, open
Internet, free from governmental control.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, right now as we
speak, the international community is meeting
in Argentina to discuss the state of the Inter-
net around the globe. We have an opportunity
today to send a loud and clear message to
those gathered in Buenos Aires: that the
United States will not stand for anything other
than strong safeguards to protect our online
future.

By advancing the DOTCOM Act, we can en-
sure that the Internet—the world’s greatest
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platform of ideas, commerce, and social con-
nection—continues to thrive to the benefit of
folks in Michigan and every corner of the
country.

As we move toward transitioning the United
States’ oversight role of the Domain Name
System to the international community of
stakeholders, it is essential we tread carefully
and thoughtfully. The bill we are considering
today is a bipartisan effort to ensure appro-
priate congressional oversight of this incredibly
important transition, and ensure that the ad-
ministration and NTIA get it right as there are
no do-overs.

Over the course of the past year, the En-
ergy and Commerce Committee has engaged
in efforts to ensure that any transition proposal
considered by the administration contains the
necessary safeguards to protect the Internet.
This bill incorporates the criteria initially put
forward by NTIA, and requires the agency to
certify to Congress that the proposal meets
these important metrics. It would also put im-
portant accountability measures in place for
the Internet community.

This legislation, which the Energy and Com-
merce Committee approved by voice vote, is
the result of many informative hearings, feed-
back from a variety of stakeholders—both do-
mestically and internationally—and productive
and ongoing conversations between members
on both sides of the aisle. Once again, our
committee’s efforts demonstrate that Congress
can work together to achieve meaningful re-
sults and build a bipartisan record of success.
| want to recognize Mr. SHIMKUS for his leader-
ship on this issue from the beginning, as well
as Chairman WALDEN and Ranking Member
PALLONE for their hard work on this common-
sense solution to protect the Internet on which
we have come to depend.

The world is watching. A vote for the
DOTCOM Act is a vote for effective Congres-
sional oversight. | urge all members to support
this important legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIM-
KUS) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 805, as amended.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

————
TSCA MODERNIZATION ACT OF 2015

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2576) to modernize the Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 2576

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “T'SCA Modernization Act of 2015,
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(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-

tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Definitions.

Sec. 3. Testing of chemical substances and
mixtures.

Regulation of hazardous chemical
substances and mixtures.

Sec. 4.

Sec. 5. Relationship to other Federal laws.
Sec. 6. Disclosure of data.

Sec. 7. Effect on State law.

Sec. 8. Administration of the Act.

Sec. 9. Conforming amendments.
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

Section 3 of the Toxic Substances Control
Act (15 U.S.C. 2602) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (7) through
(14) as paragraphs (8) through (10) and (12)
through (16), respectively;

(2) by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol-
lowing:

“(7) The term ‘intended conditions of use’
means the circumstances under which a
chemical substance is intended, known, or
reasonably foreseeable to be manufactured,
processed, distributed in commerce, used,
and disposed of.”’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (10), as so
redesignated, the following:

‘“(11) The term ‘potentially exposed sub-
population’ means a group of individuals
within the general population who, due to ei-
ther greater susceptibility or greater poten-
tial exposure, are likely to be at greater risk
than the general population of adverse
health effects from exposure to a chemical
substance.”.

SEC. 3. TESTING OF CHEMICAL SUBSTANCES AND
MIXTURES.

Section 4 of the Toxic Substances Control
Act (15 U.S.C. 2603) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1)—

(A) in subparagraph (A)(iii), by striking ¢;
or’’ and inserting a semicolon;

(B) in subparagraph (B)(iii), by striking *‘;
and” and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

““(C) testing of a chemical substance is nec-
essary to conduct a risk evaluation under
section 6(b); and’’;

(2) in the matter following subsection
(a)(2), by inserting ‘‘, order, or consent agree-
ment” after “‘by rule”’; and

(3) in subsection (b)(5), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (1)(A) or (1)(B)” and inserting ‘‘para-
graph (1)(A), (1)(B), or (1)(C)”.

SEC. 4. REGULATION OF HAZARDOUS CHEMICAL
SUBSTANCES AND MIXTURES.

(a) SCOPE OF REGULATION.—Section 6(a) of
the Toxic Substances Control Act (156 U.S.C.
2605(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘finds that there is a rea-
sonable basis to conclude’ and inserting ‘‘de-
termines under subsection (b)’’;

(2) by inserting ‘‘or designates a chemical
substance under subsection (i)(2),”” before
‘“‘the Administrator shall by rule”’; and

(3) by striking ‘‘to protect adequately
against such risk using the least burdensome
requirements’’ and inserting ‘‘so that the
chemical substance or mixture no longer pre-
sents or will present an unreasonable risk,
including an identified unreasonable risk to
a potentially exposed subpopulation’.

(b) RISK EVALUATIONS.—Section 6(b) of the
Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C.
2605(b)) is amended to read as follows:

“(b) RISK EVALUATIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
conduct risk evaluations pursuant to this
subsection to determine whether or not a
chemical substance presents or will present,
in the absence of requirements under sub-
section (a), an unreasonable risk of injury to
health or the environment.

‘“(2) APPLYING REQUIREMENTS.—The Admin-
istrator shall apply requirements with re-
spect to a chemical substance through a rule
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under subsection (a) only if the Adminis-
trator determines through a risk evaluation
under this subsection, without consideration
of costs or other non-risk factors, that the
chemical substance presents or will present,
in the absence of such requirements, an un-
reasonable risk of injury to health or the en-
vironment.

¢“(3) CONDUCTING RISK EVALUATION.—

‘“(A) REQUIRED RISK EVALUATIONS.—The Ad-
ministrator shall conduct and publish the re-
sults of a risk evaluation under this sub-
section for a chemical substance if—

‘(i) the Administrator determines that the
chemical substance may present an unrea-
sonable risk of injury to health or the envi-
ronment because of potential hazard and a
potential route of exposure under the in-
tended conditions of use; or

‘(ii) a manufacturer of the chemical sub-
stance requests such a risk evaluation in a
form and manner prescribed by the Adminis-
trator.

“(B) TSCA WORK PLAN CHEMICALS.—The Ad-
ministrator may, without making a deter-
mination under subparagraph (A)(i), conduct
and publish the results of a risk evaluation
under this subsection for a chemical sub-
stance that, on the date of enactment of the
TSCA Modernization Act of 2015, is listed in
the TSCA Work Plan for Chemical Assess-
ments published by the Administrator.

‘“(4) REQUIREMENTS.—In conducting a risk
evaluation under this subsection, the Admin-
istrator shall—

“‘(A) integrate and assess information on
hazards and exposures for all of the intended
conditions of use of the chemical substance,
including information that is relevant to
specific risks of injury to health or the envi-
ronment and information on potentially ex-
posed subpopulations;

‘“(B) not consider information on cost and
other factors not directly related to health
or the environment;

‘(C) take into account, where relevant, the
likely duration, intensity, frequency, and
number of exposures under the intended con-
ditions of use of the chemical substance;

‘(D) describe the weight of the scientific
evidence for identified hazard and exposure;

‘“(BE) consider whether the weight of the
scientific evidence supports the identifica-
tion of doses of the chemical substance below
which no adverse effects can be expected to
occur; and

‘“(F) in the case of a risk evaluation re-
quested by a manufacturer under paragraph
(3)(A)(ii), ensure that the costs to the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, including
contractor costs, of conducting the risk eval-
uation are paid for by the manufacturer.

‘() DEADLINES.—

“(A) RISK EVALUATIONS.—The Adminis-
trator shall conduct and publish a risk eval-
uation under this subsection for a chemical
substance as soon as reasonably possible,
subject to the availability of resources, but
not later than—

‘(i) 3 years after the date on which the Ad-
ministrator—

“(ID) makes a determination under para-
graph (3)(A)(1); or

““(IT) begins the risk evaluation under para-
graph (3)(B); or

‘‘(ii) in the case of a risk evaluation re-
quested by a manufacturer under paragraph
(3)(A)(ii), 2 years after the later of the date
on which—

““(I) the manufacturer requests the risk
evaluation; or

“(I1) if applicable, the risk evaluation is
initiated pursuant to subparagraph (B).

*(B) DEADLINE ADJUSTMENT.—If the Admin-
istrator receives more requests for risk eval-
uations under paragraph (3)(A)(ii) than the
Administrator has resources to conduct by
the deadline under subparagraph (A)(i) (D)
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(taking into account the requirement in
paragraph (4)(F)), the Administrator shall—

‘(1) initiate risk evaluations that exceed
the Administrator’s allotted resources as
soon as resources for such risk evaluations
are available; and

‘“(ii) not collect a fee under section 26 from
the manufacturer for a risk evaluation until
the Administrator initiates the risk evalua-
tion.

‘“(C) SUBSECTION (a) RULES.—If, based on a
risk evaluation conducted under this sub-
section, the Administrator determines, with-
out consideration of costs or other non-risk
factors, that a chemical substance presents
or will present, in the absence of a rule under
subsection (a), an unreasonable risk of injury
to health or the environment, the Adminis-
trator shall—

‘(i) propose a rule under subsection (a) for
the chemical substance not later than 1 year
after the date on which the risk evaluation
regarding such chemical substance is pub-
lished under subparagraph (A); and

‘(ii) publish in the Federal Register a final
rule not later than 2 years after the date on
which the risk evaluation regarding such
chemical substance is published under sub-
paragraph (A).

‘(D) EXTENSION.—If the Administrator de-
termines that additional information is nec-
essary to make a risk evaluation determina-
tion under this subsection, the Adminis-
trator may extend the deadline under sub-
paragraph (A) accordingly, except that the
deadline may not be extended to a date that
is later than—

‘(1) 90 days after receipt of such additional
information; or

‘(i) 2 years after the deadline being ex-
tended under this subparagraph.

¢‘(6) DETERMINATIONS OF NO UNREASONABLE
RISK.—

“(A) NOTICE AND COMMENT.—Not later than
30 days before publishing a final determina-
tion under this subsection that a chemical
substance does not and will not present an
unreasonable risk of injury to health or the
environment, the Administrator shall make
a preliminary determination to such effect
and provide public notice of, and an oppor-
tunity for comment regarding, such prelimi-
nary determination.

‘“(B) POTENTIALLY EXPOSED SUBPOPULA-
TIONS.—The Administrator shall not make a
determination under this subsection that a
chemical substance will not present an un-
reasonable risk of injury to health or the en-
vironment if the Administrator determines
that the chemical substance, under the in-
tended conditions of use, presents or will
present an unreasonable risk of injury to 1 or
more potentially exposed subpopulations.

“(C) FINAL ACTION.—A final determination
under this subsection that a chemical sub-
stance will not present an unreasonable risk
of injury to health or the environment shall
be considered a final agency action.

“(7y MINIMUM NUMBER.—Subject to the
availability of appropriations, the Adminis-
trator shall initiate 10 or more risk evalua-
tions under paragraphs (3)(A)(i) or (3)(B) in
each fiscal year beginning in the fiscal year
of the date of enactment of the TSCA Mod-
ernization Act of 2015.”.

(¢) PROMULGATION OF SUBSECTION (&)
RULES.—Section 6(c) of the Toxic Substances
Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2605(c)) is amended—

(1) by amending paragraph (1) to read as
follows:

‘(1) REQUIREMENTS FOR RULE.—In promul-
gating any rule under subsection (a) with re-
spect to a chemical substance or mixture,
the Administrator shall—

‘‘(A) consider and publish a statement with
respect to—

‘(i) the effects of the chemical substance
or mixture on health and the magnitude of

June 23, 2015

the exposure of human beings to the chem-
ical substance or mixture;

‘“(ii) the effects of the chemical substance
or mixture on the environment and the mag-
nitude of the exposure of the environment to
the chemical substance or mixture;

‘“(iii) the benefits of the chemical sub-
stance or mixture for various uses; and

‘“(iv) the reasonably ascertainable eco-
nomic consequences of the rule, including
consideration of the likely effect of the rule
on the national economy, small business,
technological innovation, the environment,
and public health;

‘(B) impose requirements under the rule
that the Administrator determines, con-
sistent with the information published under
subparagraph (A), are cost-effective, except
where the Administrator determines that ad-
ditional or different requirements described
in subsection (a) are necessary to protect
against the identified risk;

“(C) based on the information published
under subparagraph (A), in deciding whether
to prohibit or restrict in a manner that sub-
stantially prevents a specific use of a chem-
ical substance or mixture and in setting an
appropriate transition period for such ac-
tion, determine whether technically and eco-
nomically feasible alternatives that benefit
health or the environment, compared to the
use so proposed to be prohibited or re-
stricted, will be reasonably available as a
substitute when the proposed prohibition or
other restriction takes effect;

‘(D) exempt replacement parts designed
prior to the date of publication in the Fed-
eral Register of the rule unless the Adminis-
trator finds such replacement parts con-
tribute significantly to the identified risk,
including identified risk to identified poten-
tially exposed subpopulations; and

‘“(E) in selecting among prohibitions and
other restrictions to address an identified
risk, apply prohibitions or other restrictions
to articles on the basis of a chemical sub-
stance or mixture contained in the article
only to the extent necessary to protect
against the identified risk.”;

(2) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘PROCEDURES.—’’ before
“When prescribing a rule’’;

(B) by striking ‘“‘provide an opportunity for
an informal hearing in accordance with para-
graph (3); (D)

(C) by striking ‘‘, and (E)”’ and inserting ‘;
and (D)”’; and

(D) by moving such paragraph 2 ems to the
right;

(3) by striking paragraphs (3) and (4) and
redesignating paragraph (5) as paragraph (3);
and

(4) in paragraph (3) (as so redesignated)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘Paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and
(4)” and inserting ‘‘APPLICATION.—Para-
graphs (1) and (2)”’; and

(B) by moving such paragraph 2 ems to the
right.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 6(d)(2)(B) of
the Toxic Substances Control Act (156 U.S.C.
2605(d)(2)(B)) is amended by adding at the end
the following: ‘“‘Any rule promulgated under
subsection (a) shall provide for a reasonable
transition period.”’.

(e) NON-RISK FACTORS; CRITICAL USE EX-
EMPTIONS; PBT CHEMICALS.—Section 6 of the
Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2605)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘“(g) NON-RISK FACTORS.—The Adminis-
trator shall not consider costs or other non-
risk factors when deciding whether to ini-
tiate a rulemaking under subsection (a).

“(h) CRITICAL USE EXEMPTIONS.—
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‘(1) CRITERIA FOR EXEMPTION.—The Admin-
istrator may grant an exemption from a re-
quirement of a subsection (a) rule for a spe-
cific use of a chemical substance or mixture,
if—

““(A) the requirement is not cost-effective
with respect to the specific use, as deter-
mined by the Administrator pursuant to sub-
section (¢)(1)(B); and

‘(B) the Administrator finds that—

‘(i) the specific use is a critical or essen-
tial use; or

‘(i) the requirement, as applied with re-
spect to the specific use, would significantly
disrupt the national economy, national secu-
rity, or critical infrastructure.

‘“(2) PROCEDURE.—An exemption granted
under paragraph (1) shall be—

“‘(A) supported by clear and convincing evi-
dence;

‘‘(B) preceded by public notice of the pro-
posed exemption and an opportunity for
comment; and

“(C) followed by notice of the granted ex-
emption—

‘(i) to the public, by the Administrator;
and

‘(i) to known commercial purchasers of
the chemical substance or mixture with re-
spect to which the exemption applies, by the
manufacturers and processors of such chem-
ical substance or mixture.

‘(3) PERIOD OF EXEMPTION.—An exemption
granted under paragraph (1) shall expire
after a period not to exceed 5 years, but may
be renewed for one or more additional 5-year
periods if the Administrator finds that the
requirements of paragraph (1) continue to be
met.

‘‘(4) CONDITIONS.—The Administrator shall
impose conditions on any use for which an
exemption is granted under paragraph (1) to
reduce risk from the chemical substance or
mixture to the greatest extent feasible.

(i) CHEMICALS THAT ARE PERSISTENT, BIO-
ACCUMULATIVE, AND TOXIC.—

‘(1) IDENTIFICATION.—Not later than 9
months after the date of enactment of the
TSCA Modernization Act of 2015, the Admin-
istrator shall publish a list of those chemical
substances that the Administrator has a rea-
sonable basis to conclude are persistent, bio-
accumulative, and toxic, not including any
chemical substance that is a metal, a metal
compound, or subject to subsection (e).

‘“(2) CONFIRMATION OF CONCERN.—Not later
than 2 years after the date of enactment of
the TSCA Modernization Act of 2015, the Ad-
ministrator shall designate as a PBT chem-
ical of concern each chemical substance on
the list published under paragraph (1)—

““(A) that, with respect to persistence and
bioaccumulation, scores high for one and ei-
ther high or moderate for the other, pursu-
ant to the TSCA Work Plan Chemicals Meth-
ods Document published by the Adminis-
trator in February 2012; and

‘‘(B) exposure to which is likely to the gen-
eral population or to a potentially exposed
subpopulation identified by the Adminis-
trator.

‘“(3) EXPEDITED ACTION.—Notwithstanding
subsection (b)(2), subject to the availability
of appropriations, not later than 2 years
after designating a chemical substance under
paragraph (2), the Administrator shall pro-
mulgate a rule under subsection (a) with re-
spect to the chemical substance to reduce
likely exposure to the extent practicable.

‘(4) RELATIONSHIP TO SUBSECTION (b).—If,
at any time prior to the date that is 90 days
after the date on which the Administrator
publishes the list under paragraph (1), the
Administrator makes a finding under sub-
section (b)(3)(A)(i), or a manufacturer re-
quests a risk evaluation under subsection
(b)(3)(A)(ii), with respect to a chemical sub-
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stance, such chemical substance shall not be

subject to this subsection.”.

SEC. 5. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER FEDERAL
LAWS.

Section 9(b) of the Toxic Substances Con-
trol Act (15 U.S.C. 2608(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“The Administrator shall
coordinate’” and inserting ‘(1) The Adminis-
trator shall coordinate’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(2) In making a determination under
paragraph (1) that it is in the public interest
for the Administrator to take an action
under this title with respect to a chemical
substance or mixture rather than under an-
other law administered in whole or in part
by the Administrator, the Administrator
shall consider the relevant risks, and com-
pare the estimated costs and efficiencies, of
the action to be taken under this title and
an action to be taken under such other law
to protect against such risk.”.

SEC. 6. DISCLOSURE OF DATA.

Section 14 of the Toxic Substances Control
Act (156 U.S.C. 2613) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘or” at the end of para-
graph (3);

(B) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (4) and inserting a semicolon; and

(C) by adding after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs:

‘“(6) may be disclosed to a State, local, or
tribal government official upon request of
the official for the purpose of administration
or enforcement of a law; and

‘(6) shall be disclosed upon request—

‘““(A) to a health or environmental profes-
sional employed by a Federal or State agen-
cy in response to an environmental release;
or

‘“B) to a treating physician or other
health care professional to assist in the diag-
nosis or treatment of 1 or more individ-
uals.”;

(2) in subsection (b)(1), in the matter fol-
lowing subparagraph (B)—

(A) by striking ‘‘data which discloses’ and
inserting ‘‘data that disclose formulas (in-
cluding molecular structures) of a chemical
substance or mixture,’’;

(B) by striking ‘“‘mixture or,” and inserting
“mixture, or,”’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘the release of data dis-
closing’’;

(3) in subsection (c)—

(A) by striking the subsection heading and
inserting ““DESIGNATING AND SUBSTANTIATING
CONFIDENTIALITY.—’;

(B) by amending paragraph (1) to read as
follows: ““(1)(A) In submitting information
under this Act after date of enactment of the
TSCA Modernization Act of 2015, a manufac-
turer, processor, or distributor in commerce
shall designate the information which such
person believes is entitled to protection
under this section, and submit such des-
ignated information separately from other
information submitted under this Act. A des-
ignation under this subparagraph shall be
made in writing and in such manner as the
Administrator may prescribe, and shall in-
clude—

‘(1) justification for each designation of
confidentiality;

‘“(ii) a certification that the information is
not otherwise publicly available; and

‘‘(iii) separate copies of all submitted in-
formation, with 1 copy containing and 1 copy
excluding the information to which the re-
quest applies.

‘(B) Designations made under subpara-
graph (A) after the date of enactment of the
TSCA Modernization Act of 2015 shall expire
after 10 years, at which time the information
shall be made public unless the manufac-
turer, processor, or distributor in commerce
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has reasserted the claim for protection, in
writing and in such manner as the Adminis-
trator may prescribe, including all of the
elements required for the initial submission.

‘“(C) Not later than 60 days prior to making
information public under subparagraph (B),
the Administrator shall notify, as appro-
priate and practicable, the manufacturer,
processor, or distributor in commerce who
designated the information under subpara-
graph (A) of the date on which such informa-
tion will be made public unless a request for
renewal is granted under subparagraph (B).”’;
and

(C) in paragraph (2)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ¢, for
a reason other than the expiration of such
designation pursuant to paragraph (1)(B),”
before ‘‘proposes to release’’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking ‘‘or
(4)” and inserting ‘‘(4), or (6)’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following new
subsections:

‘(f) PROHIBITION.—NoO person who receives
information as permitted under subsection
(a) may use such information for any pur-
pose not specified in such subsection, nor
disclose such information to any person not
authorized to receive such information.

‘(g) SAVINGS.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed to affect the applicability
of State or Federal rules of evidence or pro-
cedure in any judicial proceeding.’’.

SEC. 7. EFFECT ON STATE LAW.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 18(a) of the Toxic
Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2617(a)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘; and”’
and inserting a semicolon;

(2) by striking paragraph (2)(B) and insert-
ing the following:

‘(B) if the Administrator makes a final de-
termination under section 6(b) that a chem-
ical substance will not present an unreason-
able risk of injury to health or the environ-
ment under the intended condition of use, no
State or political subdivision may, after the
date of publication of such determination,
establish or continue in effect any require-
ment that applies to such chemical sub-
stance under the intended conditions of use
considered by the Administrator in the risk
evaluation under section 6(b), and is designed
to protect against exposure to such chemical
substance under the intended conditions of
use, unless the requirement of the State or
political subdivision—

‘(i) is adopted under the authority of a
Federal law; or

‘‘(ii) is adopted to protect air or water
quality or is related to waste treatment or
waste disposal, except that this clause does
not apply to such a requirement if a provi-
sion of this title, or an action or determina-
tion made by the Administrator under this
title, actually conflicts with the require-
ment; and

“(C) if the Administrator imposes a re-
quirement, through a rule or order under
section 5 or 6, that applies to a chemical sub-
stance or mixture (other than a requirement
described in section 6(a)(6)) and is designed
to protect against a risk of injury to health
or the environment associated with such
chemical substance or mixture, no State or
political subdivision may, after the effective
date of such requirement, establish or con-
tinue in effect any requirement that applies
to such chemical substance or mixture (in-
cluding a requirement that applies to an ar-
ticle because the article contains the chem-
ical substance or mixture) and is designed to
protect against exposure to the chemical
substance or mixture either under the in-
tended conditions of use considered by the
Administrator in the risk evaluation under
section 6(b) or from a use identified in a no-
tice received by the Administrator under
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section 5(a), or, in the case of a requirement
imposed pursuant to section 6(i), is designed
to protect against a risk of injury considered
by the Administrator in imposing such re-
quirement, unless the requirement of the
State or political subdivision—

‘(i) is identical to the requirement im-
posed by the Administrator;

‘‘(ii) is adopted under the authority of a
Federal law; or

‘“(iii) is adopted to protect air or water
quality or is related to waste treatment or
waste disposal, except that this clause does
not apply to such a requirement if a provi-
sion of this title, or an action or determina-
tion made by the Administrator under this
title, actually conflicts with the require-
ment.”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(3) In the case of an identical requirement
described in paragraph (2)(C)(i)—

‘““(A) a State may not assess a penalty for
a specific violation for which the Adminis-
trator has assessed a penalty under section
16; and

‘(B) if a State has assessed a penalty for a
specific violation, the Administrator may
not assess a penalty for that violation in an
amount that would cause the total of the
penalties assessed for the violation by the
State and the Administrator combined to ex-
ceed the maximum amount that may be as-
sessed for that violation by the Adminis-
trator under section 16.”".

(b) SAVINGS.—Section 18 of the Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act (156 U.S.C. 2617) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

““(c) SAVINGS.—

‘(1) PRIOR STATE ACTIONS.—Nothing in this
title, nor any risk evaluation, rule, order,
standard, or requirement completed or im-
plemented under this title, shall be con-
strued to preempt or otherwise affect the au-
thority of a State or political subdivision of
a State to continue to enforce any action
taken or requirement that has taken effect—

““(A) before August 1, 2015, under the au-
thority of a State law that prohibits or oth-
erwise restricts the manufacturing, proc-
essing, distribution in commerce, use, or dis-
posal of a chemical substance; or

“(B) pursuant to a State law that was in
effect on August 31, 2003,

unless an action or determination made by
the Administrator under this title actually
conflicts with the action taken or require-
ment that has taken effect pursuant to such
a State law.

¢(2) TORT AND CONTRACT LAW.—Nothing in
this title, nor any risk evaluation, rule,
order, standard, or requirement completed or
implemented under this title, shall be con-
strued to preempt or otherwise affect either
Federal or State tort law or the law gov-
erning the interpretation of contracts of any
State, including any remedy for civil relief,
whether under statutory or common law, in-
cluding a remedy for civil damages, and any
cause of action for personal injury, wrongful
death, property damage, or other injury
based on negligence, strict liability, prod-
ucts liability, failure to warn, or any other
legal theory relating to tort law.

‘“(3) INTENT OF CONGRESS.—It is not the in-
tent of Congress that this title, or rules, reg-
ulations, or orders issued pursuant to this
title, be interpreted as influencing, in either
a plaintiff’s or defendant’s favor, the disposi-
tion of any civil action for damages in a
State court, or the authority of any court to
make a determination in an adjudicatory
proceeding under applicable State law with
respect to the admissibility of evidence, un-
less a provision of this title actually con-
flicts with the State court action.

‘‘(4) APPLICATION.—For purposes of this
title, the term ‘requirements’ does not in-
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clude civil tort actions for damages under
State law.”.

(¢) EFFECT OF ACTIONS BY ADMINIS-
TRATOR.—Nothing in this Act, or the amend-
ments made by this Act, shall be construed
as changing the preemptive effect of an ac-
tion taken by the Administrator prior to the
date of enactment of this Act or under sec-
tion 6(e).

SEC. 8. ADMINISTRATION OF THE ACT.

Section 26 of the Toxic Substances Control
Act (15 U.S.C. 2625) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1)—

(A) by striking ‘‘of a reasonable fee’’;

(B) by inserting ‘“‘of a fee that is sufficient
and not more than reasonably necessary’’
after ‘‘section 4 or 57’;

(C) by inserting ‘‘, or who requests a risk
evaluation under section 6(b)(3)(A)(ii),” be-
fore ‘‘to defray the cost’’;

(D) by striking ‘‘this Act’” and inserting
‘‘the provision of this title for which such fee
is collected’’; and

(E) by striking ‘‘Such rules shall not pro-
vide for any fee in excess of $2,5600 or, in the
case of a small business concern, any fee in
excess of $100.” and inserting ‘‘Such rules
shall provide for lower fees for small busi-
ness concerns.’’;

(2) by adding at the end of subsection (b)
the following:

“(3) FUND.—

‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
in the Treasury of the United States a re-
volving fund, to be known as the TSCA Serv-
ice Fee Fund (in this paragraph referred to
as the ‘Fund’), consisting of such amounts as
are deposited in the Fund under this para-
graph.

“(B) COLLECTION AND DEPOSIT OF FEES.—
The Administrator shall collect the fees de-
scribed in paragraph (1) and deposit those
fees in the Fund.

“(C) CREDITING AND AVAILABILITY OF
FEES.—On request by the Administrator, the
Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer
from the Fund to the Administrator
amounts appropriated to pay or recover the
full costs incurred by the Environmental
Protection Agency, including contractor
costs, in carrying out the provisions of this
title for which the fees are collected under
paragraph (1).

‘(D) USE OF FUNDS BY ADMINISTRATOR.—
Fees authorized under this section shall be
collected and available for obligation only to
the extent and in the amount provided in ad-
vance in appropriations Acts, and shall be
available without fiscal year limitation for
use only in administering the provisions of
this title for which the fees are collected.

“(E) ACCOUNTING AND AUDITING.—

‘(i) ACCOUNTING.—The Administrator shall
biennially prepare and submit to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works of
the Senate and the Committee on Energy
and Commerce of the House of Representa-
tives a report that includes an accounting of
the fees paid to the Administrator under this
paragraph and amounts disbursed from the
Fund for the period covered by the report, as
reflected by financial statements provided in
accordance with sections 3515 and 3521 of
title 31, United States Code.

““(ii) AUDITING.—

‘(I) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of sec-
tion 3515(c) of title 31, United States Code,
the Fund shall be considered a component of
a covered executive agency.

“(II) COMPONENTS OF AUDIT.—The annual
audit required in accordance with sections
35615 and 35621 of title 31, United States Code,
of the financial statements of activities car-
ried out using amounts from the Fund shall
include an analysis of—

‘“(aa) the fees collected and amounts dis-
bursed under this subsection;
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‘““(bb) the reasonableness of the fees in
place as of the date of the audit to meet cur-
rent and projected costs of administering the
provisions of the title for which the fees are
collected; and

‘‘(cc) the number of requests for a risk
evaluation made by manufacturers under
section 6(b)(3)(A)(ii).

‘“(III) FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY.—The In-
spector General of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency shall conduct the annual
audit described in subclause (II) and submit
to the Administrator a report that describes
the findings and any recommendations of the
Inspector General resulting from the audit.”’;
and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(h) SCIENTIFIC STANDARDS.—In carrying
out sections 4, 5, and 6, to the extent that
the Administrator makes a decision based on
science, the Administrator shall consider, as
applicable—

‘(1) the extent to which the scientific and
technical procedures, measures, methods, or
models employed to generate the informa-
tion are reasonable for and consistent with
the use of the information;

‘“(2) the extent to which the information is
relevant for the Administrator’s use in mak-
ing a decision about a chemical substance or
mixture;

‘“(3) the degree of clarity and completeness
with which the data, assumptions, methods,
quality assurance, and analyses employed to
generate the information are documented;

‘‘(4) the extent to which the variability and
uncertainty in the information, or in the
procedures, measures, methods, or models,
are evaluated and characterized; and

‘() the extent of independent verification
or peer review of the information or of the
procedures, measures, methods, or models.

‘(i) WEIGHT OF SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE.—The
Administrator shall make decisions under
sections 4, 5, and 6 based on the weight of the
scientific evidence.

“(j) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION.—Sub-
ject to section 14, the Administrator shall
make available to the public all notices, de-
terminations, findings, rules, and orders of
the Administrator under this title.

(k) PoLICIES, PROCEDURES, AND GUID-
ANCE.—

‘(1) DEVELOPMENT.—Not later than 2 years
after the date of enactment of the TSCA
Modernization Act of 2015, the Administrator
shall develop any policies, procedures, and
guidance the Administrator determines are
necessary to carry out the amendments to
this Act made by the TSCA Modernization
Act of 2015.

‘(2) REVIEW.—Not later than 5 years after
the date of enactment of the TSCA Mod-
ernization Act of 2015, and not less fre-
quently than once every 5 years thereafter,
the Administrator shall—

‘““(A) review the adequacy of the policies,
procedures, and guidance developed under
paragraph (1), including with respect to ani-
mal, nonanimal, and epidemiological test
methods and procedures for assessing and de-
termining risk under this title; and

‘“(B) revise such policies, procedures, and
guidance as the Administrator determines
necessary to reflect new scientific develop-
ments or understandings.

(1) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—

‘(1) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 6
months after the date of enactment of the
TSCA Modernization Act of 2015, the Admin-
istrator shall submit to the Committees on
Energy and Commerce and Appropriations of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittees on Environment and Public Works
and Appropriations of the Senate a report
containing an estimation of—

‘““(A) the capacity of the Environmental
Protection Agency to conduct and publish
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risk evaluations under subparagraphs (A)(i)
and (B) of section 6(b)(3), and the resources
necessary to initiate the minimum number
of risk evaluations required under section
6(b)(7);

‘““(B) the capacity of the Environmental
Protection Agency to conduct and publish
risk evaluations under section 6(b)(3)(A)(ii),
the likely demand for such risk evaluations,
and the anticipated schedule for accommo-
dating that demand;

“(C) the capacity of the Environmental
Protection Agency to promulgate rules
under section 6(a) as required based on risk
evaluations conducted and published under
section 6(b); and

(D) the actual and anticipated efforts of
the Environmental Protection Agency to in-
crease the Agency’s capacity to conduct and
publish risk evaluations under section 6(b).

‘“(2) SUBSEQUENT REPORTS.—The Adminis-
trator shall update and resubmit the report
described in paragraph (1) not less frequently
than once every 5 years.”’.

SEC. 9. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.

(a) SECTION 4.—Section 4 of the Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2603) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘rule”
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘rule,
order, or consent agreement’’;

(B) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘rules”
and inserting ‘‘rules, orders, and consent
agreements’’;

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘rule”
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘rule,
order, or consent agreement’’; and

(D) in paragraph (4)—

(i) by striking ‘‘rule under subsection (a)”’
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘rule,
order, or consent agreement under sub-
section (a)’’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘repeals the rule” each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘repeals the
rule or order or modifies the consent agree-
ment to terminate the requirement’’; and

(iii) by striking ‘‘repeals the application of
the rule” and inserting ‘‘repeals or modifies
the application of the rule, order, or consent
agreement’’;

(2) in subsection (¢)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘rule’” and
inserting ‘‘rule or order’’;

(B) in paragraph (2)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘a rule
under subsection (a) or for which data is
being developed pursuant to such a rule’” and
inserting ‘‘a rule, order, or consent agree-
ment under subsection (a) or for which data
are being developed pursuant to such a rule,
order, or consent agreement’’;

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘such
rule or which is being developed pursuant to
such rule’” and inserting ‘‘such rule, order, or
consent agreement or which is being devel-
oped pursuant to such rule, order, or consent
agreement’’; and

(iii) in the matter following subparagraph
(B), by striking ‘‘the rule” and inserting
‘‘the rule or order’’;

(C) in paragraph (3)(B)(i), by striking ‘‘rule
promulgated’ and inserting ‘‘rule, order, or
consent agreement’’; and

(D) in paragraph (4)—

(i) by striking ‘‘rule promulgated’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘rule, order,
or consent agreement’’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘such rule” each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘such rule, order, or
consent agreement’’; and

(iii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘the
rule” and inserting ‘‘the rule, order, or con-
sent agreement’’;

(3) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘rule’’ and
inserting ‘‘rule, order, or consent agree-
ment”’; and
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(4) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘rule’” and
inserting ‘‘rule, order, or consent agree-
ment’’.

(b) SECTION 5.—Section 5 of the Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2604) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (1)(A)—

(i) by striking ‘‘rule promulgated’ and in-
serting ‘‘rule, order, or consent agreement’’;
and

(ii) by striking ‘‘such rule” and inserting
‘‘such rule, order, or consent agreement’’;

(B) in paragraph (1)(B)—

(i) by striking ‘‘rule promulgated’ and in-
serting ‘‘rule or order’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘the date of the submission
in accordance with such rule” and inserting
‘‘the required date of submission’’; and

(C) in paragraph (2)(A)({i), by striking
“rule promulgated’” and inserting ‘‘rule,
order, or consent agreement’’;

(2) in subsection (d)(2)(C), by striking
“rule” and inserting ‘‘rule, order, or consent
agreement’’; and

(3) in subsection (h)(4), by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (2) and (3) of section 6(c)”’ and insert-
ing ‘‘paragraph (2) of section 6(c)”’.

(c) SECTION 6.—Section 6 of the Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2605) is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (d)(2)(B)—

(A) by striking ‘‘, provide reasonable op-
portunity, in accordance with paragraphs (2)
and (3) of subsection (c), for a hearing on
such rule,” and inserting ‘‘in accordance
with paragraph (2) of subsection (c),”’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘; and if such a hearing is
requested” and all that follows through ‘‘or
revoke it.”” and inserting a period; and

(2) in subsection (e)(4), by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (2), (3), and (4) of subsection (c)”’ and
inserting ‘‘paragraph (2) of subsection (c)”’.

(d) SECTION 7.—Section 7(a)(1) of the Toxic
Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2606(a)(1))
is amended, in the matter following subpara-
graph (C), by striking ‘‘a rule under section
4, 5, 6, or title IV or an order under section
5 or title IV” and inserting ‘‘a rule under
section 4, 5, or 6 or title IV, an order under
section 4 or 5 or title IV, or a consent agree-
ment under section 4.

(e) SECTION 8.—Section 8(a)(3)(A)({i)(I) of
the Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C.
2607(a)(3)(A)(ii)(I)) is amended by striking
‘‘or an order in effect under section 5(e)”’ and
inserting ‘‘, an order in effect under section
4 or 5(e), or a consent agreement under sec-
tion 4.

(f) SECTION 9.—Section 9(a) of the Toxic
Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2608(a)) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 6’ each place
it appears and inserting ‘‘section 6(a)’’.

(g) SECTION 11.—Section 11(b)(2)(E) of the
Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C.
2610(b)(2)(E)) is amended by striking ‘‘rule
promulgated’” and inserting ‘‘rule promul-
gated, order issued, or consent agreement en-
tered into”’.

(h) SECTION 15.—Section 15(1) of the Toxic
Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2614(1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘(A) any rule’” and all
that follows through ‘“‘or (D)” and inserting
‘‘any requirement of this title or any rule
promulgated, order issued, or consent agree-
ment entered into under this title, or’’.

(i) SECTION 18.—Section 18(a)(2)(A) of the
Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C.
2617(a)(2)(A)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘rule promulgated’ and in-
serting ‘‘rule, order, or consent agreement’’;
and

(2) by striking ‘‘such rule” each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘such rule, order, or
consent agreement’’.

(j) SECTION 19.—Section 19 of the Toxic
Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2618) is
amended—
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(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (1)(A)—

(i) by striking ‘‘(A) Not later than 60 days
after the date of the promulgation of a rule”’
and inserting ‘‘Not later than 60 days after
the date on which a rule is promulgated”’;

(ii) by inserting ‘“‘or the date on which an
order is issued under section 4,” before ‘‘any
person’’;

(iii) by striking ‘“‘such rule” and inserting
‘‘such rule or order’’; and

(iv) by striking ‘‘such a rule’ and inserting
‘“‘such a rule or order’’;

(B) by striking paragraph (1)(B);

(C) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘the rule”
and inserting ‘‘the rule or order’’; and

(D) in paragraph (3)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘the
rule’’ and inserting ‘‘the rule or order’’;

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘a rule
under section 4(a)”’ and inserting ‘‘a rule or
order under section 4(a)’’;

(iii) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘such
rule”’ and inserting ‘‘such rule or order’’;

(iv) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘such
rule’” and inserting ‘‘such rule or order’’; and

(v) in subparagraph (E)—

(I) by striking ‘‘to such rule” and inserting
““to such rule or order’’; and

(IT) by striking ‘‘the date of the promulga-
tion of such rule’ and inserting ‘‘the date on
which such rule is promulgated or such order
is issued’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) by striking ‘‘review a rule’’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘review a rule, or an order under section
4,

(B) by striking ‘‘such rule” and inserting
‘‘such rule or order’’;

(C) by striking ‘‘the rule’” and inserting
‘“‘the rule or order’’;

(D) by striking ‘“‘new rule” each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘new rule or order’’;
and

(E) by striking ‘“‘modified rule’” and insert-
ing ‘“modified rule or order”’; and

(3) in subsection (¢)—

(A) in paragraph (1)—

(i) in subparagraph (A)—

(I) by striking ‘‘a rule” and inserting ‘‘a
rule, or an order under section 4’’; and

(IT) by striking ‘‘such rule” and inserting
‘“‘such rule or order’’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (B)—

(I) in the matter preceding clause (i), by
striking ‘‘a rule” and inserting ‘‘a rule or
order’’;

(IT) in clause (i)—

(aa) by inserting ‘‘or an order under sec-
tion 4,” before ‘‘the standard for review’’;

(bb) by striking ‘‘such rule’” and inserting
‘“‘such rule or order’’;

(cc) by striking ‘‘the rule” and inserting
“‘the rule or order’’; and

(dd) by striking the semicolon and insert-
ing ‘“; and”’; and

(ITI) by striking clause (ii) and redesig-
nating clause (iii) as clause (ii); and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘any rule”’
and inserting ‘‘any rule or order’’.

(k) SECTION 20.—Section 20(a)(1) of the
Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C.
2619(a)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘order
issued under section 5’ and inserting ‘‘order
issued under section 4 or 5”.

(1) SECTION 21.—Section 21 of the Toxic
Substances Control Act (156 U.S.C. 2620) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘order
under section 5(e) or (6)(b)(2)” and inserting
“‘order under section 4 or 5(e)’’; and

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘order
under section 5(e), 6(b)(1)(A), or 6(b)(1)(B)”
and inserting ‘‘order under section 4 or 5(e)’’;
and

(B) in paragraph (4)(B)—
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(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by
striking ‘‘order under section 5(e) or 6(b)(2)”
and inserting ‘‘order under section 4 or 5(e)’’;

(ii) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘order under
section 5(e)”’ and inserting ‘‘order under sec-
tion 4 or 5(e)’’; and

(iii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘or an order
under section 6(b)(2)’.

(m) SECTION 24.—Section 24(b)(2)(B) of the
Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C.
2623(b)(2)(B)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘and” at the end of clause
1);

(2) by striking clause (ii); and

(3) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause
(ii).

(n) SECTION 27.—Section 27(a) of the Toxic
Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2626(a)) is
amended by striking ‘‘rules promulgated’
and inserting ‘‘rules, orders, or consent
agreements’’.

(0) SECTION 30.—Section 30(2) of the Toxic
Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 2629(2)) is
amended by striking ‘‘rule” and inserting
“‘rule, order, or consent agreement’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from I1-
linois (Mr. SHIMKUS) and the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHIMKUS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members may have 5 leg-
islative days in which to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and insert extra-
neous materials in the RECORD on the
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the TSCA Moderniza-
tion Act has been a long time in com-
ing. We actually started work on this
bill in the last Congress. We held a
total of eight hearings and received
testimony from a broad range of stake-
holders, including the administration;
but most importantly, we worked with
each other, Member to Member, across
the aisle.

The bill before you, Mr. Speaker, re-
flects lessons learned over the course of
the last 3 years in which we worked on
TSCA reform. First, the bill is clear
and understandable. Despite the highly
technical nature of chemical regula-
tion, Members can pick up this bill,
read it from beginning to end, and un-
derstand what it does and how it
works.

Second, the bill does not try to be all
things for all people. Major sections of
TSCA are not amended at all. For ex-
ample, we leave the process for new
chemical review in TSCA section 5 un-
changed because it is working pretty
well right now, and changes could
make it worse.

The heart of the bill is our approach
to regulating chemicals already on the
market. Thousands of these chemicals
have been in commerce for many years,
and they pose no known risks and real-
ly don’t need to be regulated at all. We
leave those alone. But we do allow
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some existing chemicals to be scientif-
ically evaluated for risk and, if nec-
essary, to have that risk managed
through a rule by the EPA.

Chemicals may be chosen for risk
evaluation in one of two ways: either
EPA may select a chemical for risk
evaluation based on what EPA knows
may pose an unreasonable risk, or the
manufacturer may designate a chem-
ical for EPA to evaluate for risk.

Now, why would a manufacturer in-
vite EPA scrutiny of its product? There
are several reasons. First, some inter-
est or even a retailer may be raising
concerns about a product, and the man-
ufacturer wants to put those concerns
to rest. Or one or two States may be
thinking about regulating the chem-
ical. The State-by-State approach can
spell disaster for someone trying to
capture economies of scale in a na-
tional market.

What better way to put these con-
cerns to rest than to have EPA, with
the scientific standards that we re-
quire, perform an objective risk eval-
uation? Then the EPA decision on that
chemical will apply in all the States,
and consumers and the public can have
the confidence that the chemical is
safe for its intended uses.

Another area in the legislation that
required careful discussion and nego-
tiation is preemption. Of course, we
want to make sure national markets
are just that and not a patchwork of
restrictions varying State to State. At
the same time, we did not want to deny
anyone a legitimate cause of action
under State tort or contract law. So
that is what we said: as long as the
State law does not conflict with the
Federal ruling, the State action may
continue.

Mr. Speaker, the bill has strict but
attainable deadlines for action. If EPA
initiates a risk evaluation, it must fin-
ish in 3 years. If a manufacturer initi-
ates one and includes information EPA
needs to make a decision, EPA should
finish that in 2 years. Once the risk
evaluation is complete, if EPA decides
a rule is needed to manage the risk,
EPA must propose the rule within a
year.

The risk evaluation itself only asks
does the chemical present an unreason-
able risk of injury to health or the en-
vironment. That is a science question
based on a combination of hazard and
actual exposure. If there is an unrea-
sonable risk, the agency’s decision on
how to manage it is based on many
other factors such as cost effectiveness,
whether restricting an article will ac-
tually reduce exposure, whether re-
placements are available, and many
other concerns.

H.R. 2576 permits EPA to regulate ar-
ticles in those areas where regulation
of chemical substances and mixtures
alone would not be effective to reduce
the identified risk, but requires EPA to
be careful in addressing replacement
parts that serve a commercially in-
tended function or the original product
or are needed to maintain the
functionality of the original product.
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We think this system sets a new
standard for quality regulation. Of
course, we want to be protected from
harm, but we do not want needless, ex-
pensive regulations. Consumers want
safe choices, not no choice at all.

Mr. Speaker, we are on the brink of
setting up a commonsense approach to
protecting people from unsafe chemical
exposure that will become the standard
of the world.

O 1515

We want our constituents to be safe,
and we want markets to work. This bill
delivers both.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Nearly four decades ago, Congress en-
acted the Toxic Substances Control
Act to identify and regulate risks from
dangerous chemicals. Unfortunately,
the statute has never worked. Improve-
ments to the law are long overdue, and
I am happy to be here today with my
Energy and Commerce colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to support this
landmark reform legislation.

Mr. Speaker, what brought us to-
gether is the failure of the current
statute to keep the American public
safe and to provide confidence in the
safety of American products. Toxic
chemicals can be found in the products
we use every day and are steadily
building up in our bodies and the envi-
ronment.

Consumers are worried about chemi-
cals like BPA and triclosan, but they
don’t know how to avoid them. It
seems like every day there is a new
study about how chemicals are nega-
tively affecting our health, and some-
thing needs to change.

The Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee has held many hearings over
the last 6 years to understand why
TSCA isn’t working. Some critical
flaws were built into the statute, like
the grandfathering of over 60,000
chemicals in 1976 without any safety
review. Other flaws came to light only
through litigation, like the impossible
analytical burden of the statute’s
‘‘least burdensome’ clause.

Even though we have recognized
these flaws, forward progress has been
elusive. When Chairman SHIMKUS and
Chairman UPTON approached Ranking
Member TONKO and myself about work-
ing on a streamlined approach to ad-
dress the essential components of re-
form, I was hopeful.

The result is a bipartisan bill that
will remove major obstacles to EPA ac-
tion and give the Agency new author-
ity and new resources. It will offer
more protection and more implementa-
tion than current law. It is a strong
compromise, and I urge all of my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2576 will empower
EPA to regulate the universe of chemi-
cals that were grandfathered in 1976 by
removing the requirement that EPA
impose the ‘‘least burdensome’ regu-
latory option and by establishing a
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risk-based standard for risk manage-
ment, instead of a cost-benefit stand-
ard. For the first time, the decision of
whether a chemical needs to be regu-
lated will be based purely on the risk it
poses.

H.R. 2576 will improve EPA’s access
to information about potentially dan-
gerous chemicals by allowing EPA to
require testing through orders and con-
sent agreements, not just rulemakings,
and by authorizing EPA to seek data
when needed for a risk evaluation with-
out first demonstrating risk.

H.R. 2576 will provide expedited ac-
tion for the worst chemicals, those
that are persistent, bioaccumulative,
and toxic. Under this bill, we can ex-
pect quick action to get these chemi-
cals out of our environment and out of
our bodies.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2576 will explicitly
and directly protect vulnerable popu-
lations like children, workers, the el-
derly, and hotspot communities.

The bill will provide more resources
for EPA to carry out this important
program by removing outdated caps on
user fees. It would also ensure that
those fees are deposited in a dedicated
trust fund for TSCA implementation.

Under the bill, all future confidential
business information claims by indus-
try would have to be substantiated,
preventing abuse and ensuring greater
transparency.

H.R. 2576 would ensure that States
maintain their important role as part-
ners in chemical regulation. Under the
bill, preemption of State laws would be
more limited than current law and
other proposals. No State law would be
preempted until Federal requirements
are in effect.

Many State laws would be protected
from preemption, including existing
State laws, new State laws adopted to
address air and water quality or imple-
ment other Federal laws, State tort
claims, and State laws regulating uses
not evaluated by EPA.

In response to concerns raised by
stakeholders and Members, a few addi-
tional important clarifications have
been made following committee mark-
up, and I thank the chairman for work-
ing with us to make those changes.

There is now clear authority for EPA
to set a schedule if manufacturer-re-
quested risk evaluations exceed EPA’s
capacity, ensuring that such requests
won’t overwhelm the program. The
grandfathering provision for existing
State laws has also been clarified based
on feedback from State attorneys gen-
eral.

Mr. Speaker, strong committee re-
port language further clarifies the lim-
ited role of costs in risks management,
the preservation of State monitoring
and reporting requirements, and the
expansion of EPA’s testing authority.

I know that tomorrow, we will get
back to disagreeing on the importance
of environmental protection and the
essential role EPA plays in Kkeeping
America safe, but for today, we can all
agree on the need for a strong and pro-
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tective Federal regulatory program for
chemicals.

I want to thank Chairman SHIMKUS
and Chairman UPTON for their leader-
ship and their willingness to work with
Democrats and stakeholders to craft
this legislation. I would also like to
thank Jackie Cohen of my staff for her
hard work on this legislation, as well
as Dave McCarthy of the majority staff
for his efforts. This is a true testament
to what we can achieve when we work
together.

I look forward to supporting this bill,
and I hope all my colleagues will join
me in supporting this landmark legis-
lation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BUCSHON), my colleague.

Mr. BUCSHON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of H.R. 2576, the TSCA
Modernization Act of 2015, which up-
dates the Toxic Substances Control
Act, TSCA, of 1976. This legislation will
benefit the Eighth District of Indiana
and our Nation by improving the regu-
lation of chemicals in commerce.

Indiana’s Eighth District has a
strong and diverse manufacturing sec-
tor, including plastics, fertilizer pro-
duction, automobiles, and medical de-
vices, which play pivotal roles in the
local and State economy.

H.R. 2576 will improve the EPA’s out-
dated regulatory process for these in-
dustries and manufacturers, fostering
conditions for stronger interstate com-
merce, and ensure robust protections
for public health and the environment.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important legislation.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. TONKO), the ranking member
of the subcommittee.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New Jersey and
our ranking member on the Energy and
Commerce Committee, Representative
PALLONE, for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, 40 years ago, Congress
passed the Toxic Substances Control
Act, which created a Federal program
to manage the risks associated with
our Nation’s industrial chemicals.

That law, TSCA, has never met that
need. As a result, the public has lost
confidence in this Federal program.
The many failings of the current law
have been pointed out in reports, re-
ports issued by the Government Ac-
countability Office and others.

Well-intentioned attempts over the
years to address some of the problems
administratively or through voluntary
agreements amongst the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, the chem-
ical industry, and the environmental
and public health communities have
failed. The public has too little infor-
mation about the safety of chemicals
that they are exposed to every day in
virtually every product that they use.

Even in the face of overwhelming evi-
dence of harm to people’s health, EPA
is unable to regulate exposure to toxic
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chemicals. Congress had to step in and
explicitly legislate to gain public
health and environmental protections
from PCBs, for instance, and asbestos.

Because of the regulatory vacuum at
the Federal level, some States have
legislated to secure protections for
their citizens. In some cases, large re-
tailers have initiated their own chem-
ical policies to respond to what are
consumers’ concerns.

Forty years of ineffective Federal
policy is enough. H.R. 2576, the TSCA
Modernization Act, amends TSCA and
corrects the fundamental flaws that
exist in our law.

When my colleague Chairman SHIM-
KUS began the effort to reform TSCA in
the last Congress, I knew the com-
mittee could produce a bill. I believed
we could. I was not convinced, how-
ever, that we could pass a law; but H.R.
2576 is a decisive step, I believe, in that
direction.

I thank Chairman SHIMKUS, Chair-
man UPTON, and Ranking Member PAL-
LONE for their continued cooperation
and dedicated effort on behalf of this
legislation. This truly has been a pro-
ductive partnership, and the result is a
good bill, a bill that I am pleased to
support.

H.R. 2576 is the result of much discus-
sion, much work, and compromise by
all parties involved. While no one
group gets all that they might have
hoped for in this legislation, every
stakeholder group gets something that
they need. Frankly, we all need a func-
tional, fair, and reliable Federal pro-
gram of chemical regulation.

Industry gains a fair, predictable
Federal program for chemical regula-
tion, a program that will inspire public
confidence in the safety of their prod-
ucts. In the context of our global econ-
omy, that is an important asset for
doing business both here and in other
countries.

The public health and environmental
communities gain a Federal program
in which EPA evaluates chemicals and,
based on those evaluations, will act to
regulate chemicals the Agency deter-
mines present a risk to health or a risk
to the environment.

Under current law, in order to regu-
late a chemical, EPA must dem-
onstrate that the benefits of regulating
outweigh the costs. Under H.R. 2576,
EPA’s evaluation and decision on
whether to act will be based solely on
risk factors, risk factors alone.

Considerations of cost will be ad-
dressed when the Agency selects among
different regulatory options to reduce
chemical exposures. That is a major
gain—a major gain—for public health
and a major gain for the environment.

H.R. 2576 is a good bill. It offers sig-
nificant improvements over our cur-
rent law. I know many Members have
concerns about states’ rights and State
preemption provisions in TSCA. I share
those concerns.

There is State preemption in current
law, and there is State preemption in
H.R. 2576, but State preemption only
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occurs when EPA takes final—final—
action on a chemical, either finding it
safe or regulating its risks.

H.R. 2576 maintains a strong role for
the States. With those changes in
TSCA, the States will have a more ac-
tive and credible partner in this effort
at the Federal level.

Again, I want to thank Chairman
SHIMKUS, Chairman UPTON, and Rank-
ing Member PALLONE for their excel-
lent work on this bill. I appreciate the
constructive partnership that we
formed in working together on this leg-
islation. We worked through many dif-
ficult issues and found that common
ground.

I look forward to continuing to work
together as this bill moves on to the
Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. PALLONE. I yield the gentleman
an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. TONKO. I thank the gentleman.

I urge my colleagues to end the inef-
fective chemical policy that we have
had for four decades and to support
H.R. 2576.

I, too, would like to thank some indi-
viduals who are very pertinent to this
discussion and final product. I thank
David McCarthy from the sub-
committee staff on the majority side
and Jerry Couri from the sub-
committee staff, Jackie Cohen from
our subcommittee staff on the Demo-
cratic side, and Chris Sarley of Chair-
man SHIMKUS’ personal office staff, and
Jean Fruci of my personal staff, the
legislative director for my Congres-
sional office.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, could I
ask how much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New Jersey has 9% min-
utes remaining.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GENE GREEN).

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 2576,
the TSCA Modernization Act. I am a
proud cosponsor of this bipartisan leg-
islation that will update the Toxic
Substances Control Act, our Nation’s
primary statute regulating the use and
safety of commercial chemicals for the
first time since it was enacted in 1976.

This legislation will directly address
many of current TSCA’s biggest flaws,
including eliminating the ‘‘least bur-
densome” requirement and explicitly
clarifying the law’s safety standard ex-
cludes any consideration of costs.

This bill would require EPA to con-
sider the risks to vulnerable subpopula-
tions, like children, pregnant women,
workers, and set restrictions if nec-
essary to protect them.

The TSCA Modernization Act will go
a long way towards ensuring that all
American families—especially for fami-
lies of chemical facility workers and
fence line communities in our congres-
sional district in Houston and Harris

The
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County, Texas—are protected from po-
tentially harmful chemicals and bring
needed regulatory clarity to this im-
portant sector of our Nation’s econ-
omy.

I would like to thank both Chairman
SHIMKUS and Ranking Member TONKO
of the Subcommittee on the Environ-
ment and the Economy and Chairman
UPTON and Ranking Member PALLONE
of the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce and their staffs for the hard
work and willingness to work together
to make TSCA reform a reality.

I would also like to personally thank
my legislative director, Sergio
Espinosa, who has worked on this for
three terms, I think, Mr. Speaker.

I want to ask my colleagues from
both sides of the aisle to join us and
vote in support of this important legis-
lation.
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Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, we all
know that our chemical regulatory
system is badly broken and that it has
been broken for a very long time. When
it comes to chemicals, weak statutory
authority and limited resources have
prevented the EPA from fulfilling its
mission of protecting public health and
the environment. Current law is so
weak that the EPA famously could not
even use it to ban the use of asbestos
despite overwhelming evidence that as-
bestos poses serious risks to human
health.

Even when the EPA can successfully
regulate a chemical under the Toxic
Substances Control Act, which we
know as TSCA—which has happened
only five times—they must do so using
a flawed cost-benefit analysis that
prioritizes profits over health and safe-
ty. These are just a few of the many se-
rious flaws of the current system.

While the TSCA Modernization Act
does not address all of these problems,
it does take several important steps
forward that will help improve the
health and safety of consumers and
their families. It finally ensures that
health, not cost, is the standard by
which the safety of chemicals is evalu-
ated; it maintains critical State chem-
ical safety laws, such as California’s
landmark Proposition 65; and for the
first time, it includes explicit protec-
tions for vulnerable populations, such
as pregnant mothers, children, and sen-
iors.

I want to commend Chairmen UPTON
and SHIMKUS, Ranking Members PAL-
LONE and TONKO, and the committee
staffs for all of their hard work and
commitment for making this a truly
bipartisan bill. It is far from perfect,
but it has improved at every step of the
process, and I hope that continues.
Should the Senate pass its TSCA re-
form package, I hope this cooperation
continues in conference so we can
produce an even stronger bill.
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Mr. Speaker, for far too long, our
chemical laws have prioritized profits
over human health and safety. This bill
would put an end to this inequity and
to many other serious failings of the
current system. The TSCA Moderniza-
tion Act is a good compromise and is a
major step forward. That is why I will
be voting for it today, and I urge my
colleagues to do the same.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado (Ms. DEGETTE).

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 2576, the TSCA Mod-
ernization Act.

Since the 111th Congress, a lot of us
have been wrestling very seriously
with how to reform the EPA’s current
regime for reviewing and regulating
chemicals. HEveryone agrees that the
statute has been broken for most of the
decades that it has been in effect. De-
vising a new program, though, that
would both enable the EPA to take
meaningful action on the chemicals
that truly need regulation and that
will protect the health of our citizens
was an uphill battle in deeply partisan
times; yet what we have come up with
is a true compromise. We have focused
on the aspects of current law that real-
ly need to be addressed, and we have
developed language that will move the
ball forward.

As all of the other speakers have
said, our work is not done after the
vote later today. The Senate, in work-
ing its own will, has come up with a re-
form bill that takes a distinctly dif-
ferent approach. We have a lot to rec-
oncile. It is important that legislation
makes it to the President’s desk that
will equip the EPA to protect us from
toxic chemicals over the long term. Ul-
timately, we will be judged by how well
the new law works, not only over the
next few years, but over the coming
decade.

I want to add my thanks, Mr. Speak-
er, to Congressman FRANK PALLONE,
Congressman SHIMKUS, Congressman
TONKO, Congressman GENE GREEN, all
of our staffs, and, in particular, to my
legislative director, Eleanor Bastian,
who has been working on this bill ever
since we really started seriously nego-
tiating.

One last thing—and I think it is im-
portant—is that Congresswoman CAPPS
mentioned that this bill will not pre-
empt State law and that it will not
preempt Proposition 65. This was an
important provision, and I want to
thank Congressman SHIMKUS and his
staff for working on it with us because
it is important that we have these
kinds of protections that we need.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

In closing, I will just say thank you
again to Mr. SHIMKUS, in particular, for
reaching out to me and to Mr. TONKO
on this legislation and for making it
bipartisan.



June 23, 2015

I almost feel anticlimactic today be-
cause I know how much hard work has
gone into getting this bill to the floor.
I know we are going to work hard after
it passes in the House to get it passed
in the Senate and to have a law that
goes to the President, so I urge all of
my colleagues to support the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

This is a good bill, and I am going to
give my thanks to my colleagues, too.
We want a good vote today because we
want to make sure we have a strong
House position as we go into negotia-
tions with the Senate, and I think we
are going to have that. I also appre-
ciate the leadership for bringing this
up on the suspension calendar, which, I
think, shows a lot of support right at
the outset.

As everyone else has done, I want to
take a moment to thank our col-
leagues. This has been a multiyear,
multi-Congress approach. As a former
high school teacher in government his-
tory, so far, the system is working on
this bill, and we are hoping for good
things as we move forward with con-
ference and get something to the Presi-
dent’s desk. I harken back to PAUL
TONKO’s comment and FRANK PAL-
LONE’s comment that we could pass a
bill but that, if we wanted to pass a
law, we really needed to open up the
process a little bit. That was very help-
ful to me, and I appreciate that.

I also want to thank Chairman
UPTON, obviously, for his leadership
and for his friendship.

DIANA DEGETTE, who just spoke, and
GENE GREEN have both been with me,
slaving away, over the last couple of
years. We have learned a lot about each
other, and we have learned a lot about
the law, and it is a very difficult law to
understand. We also started getting
help from BOB LATTA, from Ohio, and
from BILL JOHNSON, and I want to
thank them for their help.

H.R. 2576 has also gained letters of
support from a variety of stakeholders,
which include—and sometimes this
shocks people to know that we have
this group of diverse interests—the
American Chemistry Council, the
American Alliance for Innovation, the
American Cleaning Institute, the Con-
sumer Specialty Products Association,
the National Association of Chemical
Distributors, the National Wildlife
Federation, just to name a few.

I also want to thank two people who
never promoted any particular policy
but who were responsible for excep-
tional quality in the legislation before
us—Tim Brown and Kakuti Lin, who
are our House legislative counsel. They
make sure that the words in the bill do
what we intend them to do. That is a
part of this process that really goes un-
recognized, the people who are legisla-
tive counsel. They spend long hours,
and we ask them to do heavy lifting on
short notice, so we want to make sure
that we thank them here today. In a
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highly technical field such as chemical
risk management, that is not an easy
task. I thank them for their skill, dedi-
cation, and hard work.

Finally, I would like to recognize the
dedicated staffs on both sides of the
aisle who helped us craft this legisla-
tion—David McCarthy, who has al-
ready been mentioned, along with
Jerry Couri on the Energy and Com-
merce staff. Understanding our chem-
ical regulations has helped Members
navigate through the complex nature
of TSCA reform from our very first in-
formational hearing in the last Con-
gress.

I know, over there, we have got Jack-
ie Cohen, who in the last Congress was
a real pain in the rear end to me, but,
this year, we have been able to work
together, which has been helpful. Jean
Fruci also was a calming influence, and
we appreciate her steady guidance.
They have both provided quality input
to my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle throughout this process. I ap-
preciate their dedication, oftentimes
through nights and weekends, to help
us get to where we are today.

I urge all of my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to vote ‘“‘yes’ on H.R.
2676 to send a strong signal that the
time is now to update this outdated
law and to keep the momentum and
the bipartisan spirit moving forward
until the President signs it into law.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today for
the purpose of engaging Chairman SHIMKUS in
colloquy. First, | would like to thank Mr. SHIM-
Kus for working with me during and after
markup to make sure that the important role of
states in chemical regulation is preserved. In
the absence of a strong federal chemical regu-
latory program, many states have taken action
to protect their citizens from toxic chemicals.
Strong laws are in place in many states to ad-
dress chemicals including BPA, flame
retardants, and more. Through the Committee
process, explicit protections have been added
for state laws and state common laws, includ-
ing important changes taken from the amend-
ment that | offered at markup. My amendment
was drafted in response to the letter sent by
12 State Attorneys General, which | would like
to introduce now into the RECORD. Again, | ap-
preciate you working with me to address the
points they raised. It is my understanding that
nothing in this bill would preempt or otherwise
affect existing state laws or private rights of
action, unless there is an actual conflict be-
tween a federal requirement and a state re-
quirement. Is that correct?

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, Yes it is. H.R.
2576 contains protection for existing state
laws and existing citizen enforcement actions.
No existing state requirements will be pre-
empted unless they actually conflict with fed-
eral requirements.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, as you know,
over twenty-five years ago, the people of Cali-
fornia enacted a landmark ballot measure
known as Proposition 65. Proposition 65 re-
quires persons who expose individuals to cer-
tain chemicals that are known to cause cancer
or reproductive harm to display a clear and
reasonable warning. Proposition 65 enforce-
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ment actions by the state and by private par-
ties have played a crucial role in reducing
childhood exposure to harmful chemicals. This
state law operates somewhat differently from
other state laws related to chemicals, so |
want to ask specifically about the protection
for Proposition 65 in the bill. It is my under-
standing that nothing in this bill would preempt
or otherwise impact enforcement of Propo-
sition 65 or the ability of the State to continue
to authorize citizen enforcement of Proposition
65, unless there is an actual conflict. Is that
correct?

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, that is correct.
We do not intend to interfere with operation of
Proposition 65 unless a requirement under
that law actually conflicts with a federal re-
quirement under TSCA.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, and just to be
clear, the waiver provision in Section 18(b) of
current law, which could protect additional
state laws, is not changed by this bill?

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, that is correct.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, this is a long time
coming. The breakthrough bipartisan bill be-
fore us today is the culmination of a multi-
year, multi-Congress effort to modernize our
decades-old chemical safety laws. The Toxic
Substances Control Act, which was signed
into law by Michigan’s own President Jerry
Ford, needs to be updated for the 21st cen-
tury. And this thoughtful bill improves chemical
safety while encouraging continued innovation
and economic growth and gives the public
greater confidence in the safety of American-
made chemicals and the products that contain
them.

There are six core elements that form the
basis of the TSCA Modernization Act. First,
this bill helps markets work and provides cer-
tainty. Chemicals will get reviewed and will be
ruled either safe for intended uses, or in need
of a risk management rule. Once a decision is
made by EPA, that decision will apply in all
the states. Manufacturers won’t have to
produce 50 different product versions for 50
different states.

Second, the bill respects the role of states
and individual rights of action. Tort and con-
tract claims are explicitly protected in the pre-
emption section.

Third, any regulation of a chemical will be
guided by common sense. Is the regulation
cost effective? If use in an article were re-
stricted, will exposure actually go down? Is
there a feasible replacement? Is the transition
period fair? Without good answers to these
questions regulation will not move forward.

Fourth, the bill will build confidence for con-
sumers and the general public that chemicals
on the market anywhere in the U.S. are safe,
and not just because EPA says so. EPA must
evaluate risk against the most stringent
science standards we’ve ever enacted for
chemicals. And the science has to be trans-
parent and hold up to objective peer review.

Fifth, the bill lets government and industry
actually collaborate. Chemical manufacturers
are given the choice to ask for and get a
chemical evaluated. And EPA must meet strict
action deadlines. If the science indicates the
chemical is safe, then EPA must say so, and
that determination will be the law in all 50
states.

Finally, the bill encourages innovation,
largely by protecting confidential business in-
formation. New technology is not likely to ap-
pear if the secret formula can be stolen and
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copied the minute a new product appears.
This bill would prevent that from happening.

Each of the elements of the bill are not
trade-offs, each provision works to the support
the others. It would not accomplish much good
for EPA to evaluate all these chemicals if the
results were not going to apply in all the
states. It does not make sense for the govern-
ment to be writing safety regulations if the re-
sult is no real improvement in safety. And a
manufacturer is not likely to cooperate with the
government in chemical evaluation if to do so
means giving up a trade secret.

The TSCA Modernization Act solves each of
these concerns, as all these safeguards work
together.

Mr. Speaker, this is a big day. The TSCA
Modernization Act is good for consumers,
good for trade, and good for the environment.
| especially commend Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. PAL-
LONE, Mr. TONKO, and Mr. LATTA for their dedi-
cation and hard work in putting together a bill
that can be signed into law. Let’s put jobs and
the economy first and vote yes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIM-
KUS) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 2576, as amend-
ed.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

————

BOYS TOWN CENTENNIAL
COMMEMORATIVE COIN ACT

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 893) to require
the Secretary of the Treasury to mint
coins in commemoration of the centen-
nial of Boys Town, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 893

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Boys Town
Centennial Commemorative Coin Act’.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—

(1) Boys Town is a nonprofit organization
dedicated to saving children and healing
families, nationally headquartered in the vil-
lage of Boys Town, Nebraska;

(2) Father Flanagan’s Boys Home, known
as ‘“‘Boys Town”, was founded on December
12, 1917, by Servant of God Father Edward
Flanagan;

(3) Boys Town was created to serve chil-
dren of all races and religions;

(4) news of the work of Father Flanagan
spread worldwide with the success of the 1938
movie, ‘“Boys Town’’;

(5) after World War II, President Truman
asked Father Flanagan to take his message
to the world, and Father Flanagan traveled
the globe visiting war orphans and advising
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government leaders on how to care for dis-
placed children;

(6) Boys Town has grown exponentially,
and now provides care to children and fami-
lies across the country in 11 regions, includ-

ing California, Nevada, Texas, Nebraska,
Iowa, Louisiana, North Florida, Central
Florida, South Florida, Washington, DC,

New York, and New England;

(7) the Boys Town National Hotline pro-
vides counseling to more than 150,000 callers
each year;

(8) the Boys Town National Research Hos-
pital is a national leader in the field of hear-
ing care and research of Usher Syndrome;

(9) Boys Town programs impact the lives of
more than 2,000,000 children and families
across America each year; and

(10) December 12th, 2017, will mark the
100th anniversary of Boys Town, Nebraska.
SEC. 3. COIN SPECIFICATIONS.

(a) $5 GoLD CoOINsS.—The Secretary of the
Treasury (referred to in this Act as the ‘“‘Sec-
retary’’) shall mint and issue not more than
50,000 $56 coins in commemoration of the cen-
tennial of the founding of Father Flanagan’s
Boys Town, each of which shall—

(1) weigh 8.359 grams;

(2) have a diameter of 0.850 inches; and

(3) contain 90 percent gold and 10 percent
alloy.

(b) $1 SILVER COINS.—The Secretary shall
mint and issue not more than 350,000 $1 coins
in commemoration of the centennial of the
founding of Father Flanagan’s Boys Town,
each of which shall—

(1) weigh 26.73 grams;

(2) have a diameter of 1.500 inches; and

(3) contain 90 percent silver and 10 percent
copper.

(¢c) HALF DOLLAR CLAD CoOINS.—The Sec-
retary shall mint and issue not more than
300,000 half dollar clad coins in commemora-
tion of the centennial of the founding of Fa-
ther Flanagan’s Boys Town, each of which
shall—

(1) weigh 11.34 grams;

(2) have a diameter of 1.205 inches; and

(3) be minted to the specifications for half
dollar coins contained in section 5112(b) of
title 31, United States Code.

(d) LEGAL TENDER.—The coins minted
under this Act shall be legal tender, as pro-
vided in section 5103 of title 31, United States
Code.

(e) NuUMISMATIC ITEMS.—For purposes of
sections 5134 and 5136 of title 31, United
States Code, all coins minted under this Act
shall be considered to be numismatic items.
SEC. 4. DESIGN OF COINS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The design of the coins
minted under this Act shall be emblematic
of the 100 years of Boys Town, one of the
largest nonprofit child care agencies in the
United States.

(b) DESIGNATION AND INSCRIPTIONS.—On
each coin minted under this Act, there shall
be—

(1) a designation of the value of the coin;

(2) an inscription of the year ‘‘2017"’; and

(3) inscriptions of the words ‘‘Liberty’’, “In
God We Trust”, “United States of America’’,
and ‘“‘E Pluribus Unum”’.

(c) SELECTION.—The design for the coins
minted under this Act shall be—

(1) selected by the Secretary, after con-
sultation with the National Executive Direc-
tor of Boys Town and the Commission of
Fine Arts; and

(2) reviewed by the Citizens of Coinage Ad-
visory Committee.

SEC. 5. ISSUANCE OF COINS.

(a) QUALITY OF COINS.—Coins minted under
this Act shall be issued in uncirculated and
proof qualities.

(b) MINT FACILITY.—Only 1 facility of the
United States Mint may be used to strike
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any particular quality of the coins minted
under this Act.

(c) PERIOD FOR ISSUANCE.—The Secretary
may issue coins under this Act only during
the period beginning on January 1, 2017, and
ending on December 31, 2017.

SEC. 6. SALE OF COINS.

(a) SALE PRICE.—The coins issued under
this Act shall be sold by the Secretary at a
price equal to the sum of—

(1) the face value of the coins; and

(2) the cost of designing and issuing the
coins (including labor, materials, dies, use of

machinery, overhead expenses, marketing,
and shipping).
(b) BULK SALES.—The Secretary shall

make bulk sales of the coins issued under
this Act at a reasonable discount.

(¢) PREPAID ORDERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ac-
cept prepaid orders for the coins minted
under this Act before the issuance of such
coins.

(2) DISCOUNT.—Sale prices with respect to
prepaid orders under paragraph (1) shall be
at a reasonable discount.

SEC. 7. SURCHARGES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—AI1l sales of coins issued
under this Act shall include a surcharge as
follows:

(1) A surcharge of $35 per coin for the $5
coin.

(2) A surcharge of $10 per coin for the $1
coin.

(3) A surcharge of $5 per coin for the half
dollar coin.

(b) DISTRIBUTION.—Subject to section
5134(f) of title 31, United States Code, all sur-
charges received by the Secretary from the
sale of coins issued under this Act shall be
paid to Boys Town to carry out Boys Town’s
cause of caring for and assisting children and
families in underserved communities across
America.

(c) AuDpITS.—Boys Town shall be subject to
the audit requirements of section 5134(f)(2) of
title 31, United States Code, with regard to
the amounts received under subsection (b).

(d) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding  sub-
section (a), no surcharge may be included
with respect to the issuance under this Act
of any coin during a calendar year if, as of
the time of such issuance, the issuance of
such coin would result in the number of com-
memorative coin programs issued during
such year to exceed the annual 2 commemo-
rative coin program issuance limitation
under section 5112(m)(1) of title 31, United
States Code (as in effect on the date of the
enactment of this Act). The Secretary of the
Treasury may issue guidance to carry out
this subsection.

SEC. 8. FINANCIAL ASSURANCES.

The Secretary shall take such actions as
may be necessary to ensure that—

(1) minting and issuing coins under this
Act will not result in any net cost to the
Federal Government; and

(2) no funds, including applicable sur-
charges, shall be disbursed to any recipient
designated in section 7 until the total cost of
designing and issuing all of the coins author-
ized by this Act (including labor, materials,
dies, use of machinery, overhead expenses,
marketing, and shipping) is recovered by the
United States Treasury, consistent with sec-
tions 5112(m) and 5134(f) of title 31, United
States Code.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA) and the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. CARO-
LYN B. MALONEY) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks and to include extra-
neous material on this bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I rise today in support of H.R. 893,
the Boys Town Centennial Commemo-
rative Coin Act, introduced by the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. FORTEN-
BERRY), and I seek its immediate pas-
sage.

Mr. Speaker, on December 12, 2017,
Boys Town will celebrate 100 years of
saving children and healing families.
Boys Town was founded in 1917 by a
young Irish priest, Father Edward
Flanagan, who believed that every
child could be a productive citizen if
given love, a home, an education, and a
trade. He accepted boys of every race,
color, and creed—an amazing thing
back in 1917.

Boys Town first opened on December
12 of 1917 in a rundown Victorian man-
sion in downtown Omaha, Nebraska. In
1921, the home later moved to Overlook
Farm on the outskirts of Omaha, where
it remains located today. A number of
years ago, I had the privilege of vis-
iting Boys Town. By the 1930s, hun-
dreds of boys lived at Boys Town,
which grew to include dormitories and
administrative buildings, and the boys
even elected their own government,
which included a mayor, a council, and
commissioners.

News of Father Flanagan’s work
spread worldwide, and even Hollywood
took notice with the very famous 1938
movie ‘‘Boys Town,” with Spencer
Tracy, who won an Academy Award for
his portrayal of Father Flanagan. At
the request of President Truman, he
even traveled the world, visiting or-
phans and advising government leaders
on how to care for displaced children
after the war.

Although Father Flanagan died in
1948, his work at Boys Town, which
Flanagan called ‘‘God’s work”—and I
think most of us would agree with
that—continued. Today, although Boys
Town is still headquartered in Ne-
braska, it continues to expand its care
across America. It is one of the largest
nonprofit child care agencies in the
country, providing treatment for be-
havioral, emotional, and physical prob-
lems for children and their families,
helping as many as 2 million people an-
nually. Additionally, the Boys Town
National Research Hospital is a global
leader in the research of Usher syn-
drome.

Mr. Speaker, I can’t think of a better
way to commemorate Father Flanagan
and Boys Town than by creating this
commemorative coin. The spirit of
Boys Town truly embodies the best of
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America. This bill would help recognize

and continue to nurture that spirit.

I commend the gentleman from Ne-
braska for his hard work on this issue,
and I ask for the immediate passage of
the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 19, 2015.

Hon. JEB HENSARLING,

Chairman, Committee on Financial Services,
Rayburn House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN HENSARLING: I am writing
with respect to H.R. 893, the Boys Town Cen-
tennial Commemorative Coin Act. I wanted
to notify you that the Committee on Ways
and Means will forgo action on H.R. 893 so
that it may proceed expeditiously to the
House floor for consideration.

This is done with the understanding that
the jurisdictional interests of the Committee
on Ways and Means over this and similar leg-
islation are in no way diminished or altered.
In addition, the Committee reserves the
right to seek conferees on H.R. 893 and re-
quests your support when such a request is
made.

I would appreciate your response con-
firming this understanding with respect to
H.R. 893 and ask that a copy of our exchange
of letters on this matter be included in the
Congressional Record during consideration
of the bill on the House floor.

Sincerely,
PAUL RYAN,
Chairman.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 22, 2015.

Hon. PAUL RYAN,

Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
Longworth House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN RYAN: Thank you for your
letter of June 19th regarding H.R. 893, the
Boys Town Centennial Commemorative Coin
Act.

I am most appreciative of your decision to
forego action on H.R. 893 so that it may
move expeditiously to the House floor. I ac-
knowledge that by forgoing such action the
Committee on Ways and Means is not
waiving its jurisdictional interest in this or
similar legislation. In addition, if a con-
ference is necessary on this legislation, I will
support any request that your committee be
represented therein.

Finally, I shall be pleased to include your
letter and this letter in the Congressional
Record during floor consideration of this
measure.

Sincerely,
JEB HENSARLING,
Chairman.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

I rise in support of H.R. 893, the Boys
Town Centennial Commemorative Coin
Act.

I was pleased to be an original spon-
sor in the last Congress and a cospon-
sor in this one. This bill appropriately
recognizes the outstanding work done
by Boys Town, a nonprofit organiza-
tion headquartered in the village of
Boys Town, Nebraska, that selflessly
promotes the interest of children and
their families across this Nation.
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Boys Town, which takes its name
from Father Flanagan’s Boys’ Home,
impacts the lives of more than 2 mil-
lion families across America each year
through its counseling services, out-
reach, and education. I am also pleased
to report that each year, Boys Town di-
rectly touches the lives of thousands of
New Yorkers through its community
support services and homes for trou-
bled youth.

Father Flanagan, the founder of Boys
Town, focused on the inherent good in
children and built a world class organi-
zation that emphasized the rehabilita-
tion of troubled youth, rather than
punishment. President Franklin Roo-
sevelt once said that America needs 49
more Father Flanagans.

It is this compassionate approach
and commitment to love, training, and
guidance, regardless of race or religion,
that has made Boys Town such a suc-
cess story and a lifeline for countless
children and their families. In com-
memoration of their centennial anni-
versary, the bill before us today will
require the U.S. Treasury Department
to mint and issue $56 gold, $1 silver, and
half-dollar clad commemorative coins.

Surcharges from the sale of the coins
will allow Boys Town to raise needed
funds that will be dedicated to making
a positive impact on the lives of chil-
dren and families from underserved
communities across America. It is also
important to note that the passage of
this bill comes at absolutely no cost to
the taxpayer.

I would urge my colleagues to join
me in passing this commonsense bipar-
tisan bill without further delay.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. FORTENBERRY), the sponsor
of this bill.

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Speaker,
first let me thank Mr. HUIZENGA and
Mrs. MALONEY for their very thought-
ful reflections on the history and im-
portance of Boys Town. I greatly ap-
preciate the sentiments offered.

I am very happy and proud to stand
here in support of the centennial com-
memorative coin. As was mentioned,
Boys Town was founded in 1917 by Fa-
ther Edward Flanagan and has since
grown from a small local home for chil-
dren who found themselves in difficult
circumstances in Omaha to one of the
largest nonprofit, nonsectarian child
and family service organizations in
America.

Boys Town offers a remarkable model
of academic and spiritual engagement.
Students learn more than math and
grammar, as important as that is.
Their teachers and caregivers provide
them with solid formation. Graduates
are equipped to succeed not only pro-
fessionally, but are also given the life
skills to stay on the right path.

Boys Town is so impactful that about
90 percent of the children who come
there integrate successfully back into
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their communities; and historically,
many, over time, have joined the mili-
tary.

What is this extraordinary model of
intervention? It starts with a family.
Each child is placed into a family with
a caring, nurturing mother and a pro-
tective, giving father, where there are
rules and expectations, discipline, and
love.

The success of Nebraska’s Boys Town
has recently been duplicated across
many, many communities in our coun-
try. Their network of 11 national sites
and national hotlines touches the lives
of more than 2 million Americans each
year.

On December 2, 2017, Boys Town will
celebrate 100 years of saving children
and helping to heal families. In honor
of this 100-year anniversary, this legis-
lation, again, would authorize the U.S.
Mint to produce a series of commemo-
rative coins with a design emblematic
of Boys Town’s 100-year history.

These coins, of course, will be avail-
able to the general public for sale and
will more than offset the cost of mint-
ing by the Treasury. As was mentioned
earlier, there will be no cost to the tax-
payer.

Mr. Speaker, Boys Town is a quiet in-
stitution nestled in the heartland, my
home. It does great service to America
by helping to heal wounds during this
socially fractured time.

A quick story, Mr. Speaker: last
year, I had the privilege of partici-
pating as a commencement speaker at
Boys Town. After I finished my ad-
dress, the young people were called for-
ward to receive their diplomas in a
ceremony marked with great dignity
and formality and even
lightheartedness.

Even though family and friends and
those visiting were told to please hold
their applause, the excitement couldn’t
be contained. As each graduate crossed
the stage, shouts of joy and encourage-
ment and clapping continued through-
out the whole event.

Prior to the graduation, students had
gathered for a retreat, giving them the
opportunity for reflection and recom-
mitment. During their last time to-
gether, the seniors discussed what they
had to say. Here are quotes from a few
of them.

I ran in the wrong crowd, hated my family,
kept running away from home, and inflicted
self-harm. At Boys Town, I am a member of
the Junior ROTC and learned to like myself
and my family. I look forward to returning
home and being a good example to my
younger brother.

Another said:

I lived on the streets from age 10 to 13 and
stole to eat. I ended up in prison, and my
cousin got shot in the face. I never played
sports, let alone attended school, but at Boys
Town, I just finished playing baseball this
year and signed on with a college to study
business.

Another child said this:

My mom and dad were both in prison, and
I had trouble since kindergarten. In junior
high, I was locked up myself for 2 years, and
when I got out, my mom died. My dad was
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still in prison. Since I have lived at Boys
Town, I chose to get myself on the right
track and graduate and made a promise to
myself that I would never do anything that
would land me in prison. Boys Town saved
my life.

Mr. Speaker, fortunately, most chil-
dren do not experience such trauma in
their lives, but some do. These are the
kids who bear the scars of fraying so-
cial and familial bonds, destructive
choices, and legal difficulty.

Through no fault of their own, the
great problems of our time fall most
heavily on our young people. Economic
hardship and broken families destroy
the sense of safety and possibility that
is a necessary antidote to social alien-
ation.

Every child needs a nurturing envi-
ronment of compassionate challenge
and genuine promise. Education should
cultivate that creativity, as well as
dignity, allowing all boys and girls to
realize their full potential.

Today, we have an opportunity to
celebrate the lives of remarkable
young men and women and the extraor-
dinary institution that is serving them
so well. By authorizing this Boys Town
commemorative coin, we are investing
in the future of our children in a sim-
ple but I think really impactful way.

I want to thank the nearly 300 bipar-
tisan Members of this Congress who
have signed on as cosponsors of this
bill. I think that is an important state-
ment. I would also like to thank Chair-
man HENSARLING and Ranking Member
WATERS as well for their leadership on
the committee.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. ASHFORD), whose
father and grandfather served on the
board of Boys Town.

Mr. ASHFORD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time.

I would like to commend my col-
league Congressman FORTENBERRY for
his work on this issue and his words,
which are right on. I would like to
thank as well the chairman for his
words, which accurately describe the
history of Boys Town. Let me also
thank the ranking member for her
comments that so accurately reflect
what Boys Town means to our commu-
nity and to the entire country.

I grew up around Boys Town. I grew
up playing sports at Boys Town. The
high school that I went to, Boys Town
was in our conference; and we spent
many very difficult nights playing bas-
ketball against the Boys Town basket-
ball team which, quite frankly, was
better than we were on most every oc-
casion.

In my years in the legislature that
lasted until last year, I had the oppor-
tunity to work with a colleague of
mine, Senator Bob Krist from Omaha,
who spearheaded significant juvenile
justice reform in our State.

The child welfare system in Nebraska
was in deep trouble; and Senator Krist,
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along with Father Boes, who is the ac-
claimed and incredibly competent lead-
er at Boys Town, we passed significant
juvenile justice legislation that helps
families throughout the State of Ne-
braska, that deals with brain develop-
ment, that deals with wraparound serv-
ices, family services, as was so aptly
described by my colleague Congress-
man FORTENBERRY.

Mr. Speaker, we are changing lives in
Nebraska; and, as has been mentioned,
Boys Town is changing lives through-
out the country. Their unique approach
to juvenile justice issues, the wrap-
around family-centered services that
deal with not only the parents but the
siblings to help bring these young peo-
ple into a productive life, is what Boys
Town has been about for the 100 years
that it has been in existence.

It is no longer there, but I remember
as a child in the 1950s actually seeing
the first Boys Town facility in down-
town Omaha. When I was growing up,
Boys Town was way out of town. It had
a farm around it. The farm is still
there, but now, it is in the middle of
Omaha, as Omaha grows.

Though it is in a different place in
the world today than it was in 1917
with Father Flanagan, by bringing
business leaders in Omaha together and
others to create Boys Town, it serves
that grand purpose that Father Flana-
gan envisioned in 1917.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pride
that I thank the ranking member for
giving me this opportunity to speak.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself the
balance of my time.

I thank Mr. THORNBERRY for his
beautiful statement, as well as Mr.
ASHFORD, from the great State of Ne-
braska.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

I, too, want to express my thanks to
both Congressman FORTENBERRY and
Congressman ASHFORD for their dedica-
tion and desire to highlight Boys Town
and what an amazing thing that has
happened out there and really the im-
pact that it has had.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. JEN-
KINS of West Virginia). The question is
on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 893, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

BULLION AND COLLECTIBLE COIN
PRODUCTION EFFICIENCY AND
COST SAVINGS ACT
Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.

Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
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and pass the bill (H.R. 1698) to amend
design and content requirements for
certain gold and silver coins, and for
other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1698

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Bullion and
Collectible Coin Production Efficiency and
Cost Savings Act”.

SEC. 2. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.

Title 31, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in section 5112—

(A) in subsection (q)—

(i) by striking paragraphs (3) and (8); and

(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (4), (5), (6),
and (7) as paragraphs (3), (4), (6), and (6), re-
spectively;

(B) in subsection (t)(6)(B), by striking ‘90
percent silver and 10 percent copper’ and in-
serting ‘‘not less than 90 percent silver’’; and

(C) in subsection (v)—

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Subject
to” and all that follows through ‘‘the Sec-
retary shall” and inserting ‘‘The Secretary
shall’’;

(ii) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘The
Secretary’ and inserting ‘“To the greatest
extent possible, the Secretary’’;

(iii) in paragraph (5), by inserting after
“may issue’” the following: ‘‘collectible
versions of”’; and

(iv) by striking paragraph (8); and

(2) in section 5132(a)(2)(B)(i), by striking
‘90 percent silver and 10 percent copper’ and
inserting ‘‘not less than 90 percent silver”’.

SEC. 3. AMERICAN EAGLE SILVER BULLION 30TH
ANNIVERSARY.

Proof and uncirculated versions of coins
issued by the Secretary of the Treasury pur-
suant to subsection (e) of section 5112 of title
31, United States Code, during calendar year
2016 shall have a smooth edge incused with a
designation that notes the 30th anniversary
of the first issue of coins under such sub-
section.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA) and the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs. CARO-
LYN B. MALONEY) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days in which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 1698, the Bullion and Collectible
Coin Production Efficiency and Cost
Savings Act, a bipartisan bill which I
introduced in March, along with the
gentlewoman from New York, Rep-
resentative MALONEY.

This simple piece of legislation would
make minor changes to four existing
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coin programs. HEach change saves
money for the United States Mint, and
it makes it easier to produce the coins
or make the coins more attractive to
investors and collectors.

The changes include: first, making it
less expensive to package gold invest-
ment coins; second, it allows the Mint
to buy standard coinage silver for col-
lectible coins instead of the more ex-
pensive custom alloy; third, it removes
the requirement for an already com-
pleted study on the production of an
investor coin made of palladium; and,
fourth, it allows collector versions of
the widely popular American eagle sil-
ver investment coin to bear an inscrip-
tion noting that next year is the 30th
anniversary of the first issuance of
those coins.

These small changes will have an im-
pact on saving taxpayer dollars over
the next few years.

Mr. Speaker, I ask for immediate
passage of H.R. 1698.

I reserve the balance of my time.
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Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself as
much time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of this cost-saving legislation, which I
was proud to cosponsor with my friend
from Michigan.

People who see the big things that
Congress does, they often forget that
we have to pay attention to the little
things, too, and these little things are
important. This is a very good example
of that. This is a small bill which
makes the government better, saves
some taxpayers’ money, and makes our
coin programs better for collectors and
for investors.

For years, the laws that specify the
production of silver coins made by the
Mint have required them to be 90 per-
cent silver. Today, the standard silver
used in coins is 91 percent silver. So
the Mint has had to pay extra for cus-
tom coin blanks. This legislation fixes
that problem.

It also allows the Mint to make a
special collectible version of the Amer-
ican Eagle silver bullion coin, noting
the popularity of the program over the
past 30 years.

The bill also allows the sale of Amer-
ican Buffalo gold coins in bulk rather
than in individual packages, making
handling easier for the Mint and for in-
vestors and clears the final hurdle for
the Mint finally to produce investor
coins made of palladium, an idea from
a 2010 bill from my former colleague
and very good friend, Mr. Watt.

Mr. Speaker, this bill saves money
and makes coin programs more attrac-
tive to collectors and investors. I ask
for its immediate passage.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
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HUIZENGA) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1698, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

UNITED STATES COTTON FUTURES
ACT AMENDMENTS

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 2620) to amend
the United States Cotton Futures Act
to exclude certain cotton futures con-
tracts from coverage under such Act,
as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 2620

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. EXCLUDING CERTAIN COTTON FU-
TURES CONTRACTS FROM COV-
ERAGE UNDER UNITED STATES COT-
TON FUTURES ACT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c)(1) of the
United States Cotton Futures Act (7 U.S.C.
15B(c)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘except that any cotton fu-
tures contract’ and inserting the following:
“‘except that—

““(A) any cotton futures contract’’;

(2) in subparagraph (A) (as designated by
paragraph (1)), by striking the period at the
end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘(B) any cotton futures contract that per-
mits tender of cotton grown outside of the
United States is excluded from the coverage
of this paragraph and section to the extent
that the cotton grown outside of the United
States is tendered for delivery under the cot-
ton futures contract.”.

(b) APPLICATION.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall apply with respect to
cotton futures contracts entered into on or
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT) and the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. DAVID
ScoTT) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
materials on the bill under consider-
ation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I rise in strong support of H.R. 2620.
This bill would amend the TUnited
States Cotton Futures Act to allow for
the creation of a world cotton contract
listed on the United States exchange.
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Current law, which requires sampling
and classing by the USDA of every bale
of cotton tendered under contracts list-
ed on a U.S. exchange reflects an anti-
quated picture of the global cotton
market. Some market participants
need to hedge price fluctuations in for-
eign markets, and the current law lim-
its their ability to do so. We need to
update our law to reflect the modern
nature of this marketplace.

H.R. 2620 accomplishes this by pro-
viding an option for cotton produced
and delivered in foreign markets to be
classed by rating facilities closer to
the point of delivery rather than by the
United States Department of Agri-
culture. It makes no changes to the
treatment of domestically produced
and delivered cotton.

This legislation will allow any will-
ing exchange to meet industry demand
to design a world cotton contract. For
example, ICE Futures U.S., which has
already worked with market partici-
pants, has publicly announced their in-
tention and preference to list a world
cotton contract side by side with the
domestically focused Cotton No. 2 con-
tract they already list.

H.R. 2620 allows for an important new
contract for cotton hedging to be de-
veloped, which would be beneficial to
commercial hedgers. However, it is im-
portant specifically to me and to oth-
ers to note, it would not disrupt the in-
dustry’s benchmark hedging contract,
the No. 2 contract, which is relied upon
by U.S. cotton producers in my district
and around the country.

Before I close, I would like to thank
Chairman CONAWAY both for his contin-
ued leadership on the Agriculture Com-
mittee and his efforts on this legisla-
tion. Additionally, I want to thank
Ranking Member DAVID ScoTT for
working with me on this issue over the
last few months. And I would like to
acknowledge LYNN WESTMORELAND’S
work in this as well. He was instru-
mental in advancing this issue.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
support of H.R. 2620.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I, too, have enjoyed working with my
colleague from Georgia, the chairman
of our Subcommittee on Commodity
Exchanges, Energy, and Credit, Con-
gressman AUSTIN SCOTT.

Mr. Speaker, our bill, H.R. 2620, will
modernize the way in which cotton fu-
tures contracts are listed and regulated
under the 1916 Cotton Futures Act.

More specifically, as many of you
know, the main tool used in the mar-
ketplace for hedging cotton is the No.
2 contract. Currently, the No. 2 con-
tract only permits cotton grown within
the United States. That cotton is deliv-
ered to only five United States cities:
Galveston, Texas; Houston, Texas; Dal-
las/Fort Worth, Texas; Greenville,
South Carolina; and Memphis, Ten-
nessee.
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Now, under the 1916 Cotton Futures
Act, every bale of cotton tendered
under a contract listed on a U.S. ex-
change must be sampled and classed or
graded by the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture. However, seeing
that cotton is grown all over the world,
my bill targets cotton that is grown
and delivered outside of the United
States’ borders.

Now, Mr. Speaker, here is the prob-
lem, the concern that our bill is solv-
ing. As I mentioned earlier, because of
the fact that there are only five domes-
tic cities that are cotton delivery
points listed under the 1916 Cotton Fu-
tures Act, there has been much concern
that the Cotton No. 2 contract cannot
accurately reflect price movement in
foreign markets and, therefore, cannot
provide an effective risk management
tool. That is simply the problem.

Now, to solve this problem, what our
bill will do is simply allow U.S.-based
future exchanges flexibility in how
they handle foreign-grown cotton and
foreign delivery points that will never
touch the United States at all.

Mr. Speaker, we live now and we op-
erate in a rapidly changing global
economy. It is very important that we
not put our cotton producers or our
commodities exchanges into a dis-
advantaged position competitively
when it comes to being able to get the
price fluctuations that occur in foreign
markets, thereby providing our busi-
nesses with the most effective tool by
which they can manage their risk.

So because the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture does not have the
manpower to deploy personnel all over
the world at one time, our bill will
allow cotton grown outside the United
States to be classed by either a United
States Department of Agriculture test-
ing lab inside the United States or an
international lab deemed to have com-
parable comprehensive rules and regu-
lations equivalent to the United
States. That is it. It is clean and sim-
ple.

Our bill solves this problem. It gives
our cotton producers and it gives our
exchanges that ability to be able to
know how prices are sliding in each
foreign country that is producing cot-
ton while, at the same time, our pro-
ducers and our exchanges, without
that, cannot apply good risk manage-
ment. That is why this is so essential.

So let me state again, as my col-
league from Georgia, Mr. AUSTIN
ScoTT, made clear, I, too, want to
make clear that our bill does not
change the fact that 100 percent of all
domestically produced and delivered
cotton will be classed by the United
States Department of Agriculture.
There is absolutely no change here.

Furthermore, the bill does not
change or alter the Cotton No. 2 con-
tract. What our bill does is simply
allow our U.S.-based futures exchanges
that much-needed flexibility that is
needed in order to list cotton that will
never touch the United States through
a world cotton contract.
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As I said, we live in a global market-
place. It is important that our rules
and regulations reflect the moderniza-
tion that has happened in our global
markets since this act was written 100
years ago. It is important, Mr. Speak-
er, that we Kkeep the United States
economy the strongest economy in the
world, and our bill, H.R. 2620, will do
just.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of H.R.
2620.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, as my colleague, Mr. SCOTT,
and I have said, this is simply a nec-
essary, minor change. I would just ask
all Members to support passage of H.R.
2620.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. AUS-
TIN SCcOTT) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2620, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY HEADQUARTERS CON-
SOLIDATION ACCOUNTABILITY
ACT OF 2015

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1640) to direct the Secretary of
Homeland Security to submit to Con-
gress a report on the Department of
Homeland Security headquarters con-
solidation project in the National Cap-
ital Region, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1640

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department
of Homeland Security Headquarters Consoli-
dation Accountability Act of 2015,

SEC. 2. REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY HEADQUARTERS CON-
SOLIDATION PROJECT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of Homeland Security, in co-
ordination with the Administrator of Gen-
eral Services, shall submit to the appro-
priate committees of Congress a report on
the Department of Homeland Security head-
quarters consolidation project within the
National Capital Region. Such report shall
include each of the following:

(1) A proposed occupancy plan for the con-
solidation project that includes specific in-
formation about which Department-wide op-
erations, component operations, and support
offices will be located at the site, the aggre-
gate number of full time equivalent employ-
ees projected to occupy the site, and sched-
ule estimates for migrating operations to the
site.

(2) A comprehensive assessment of the cur-
rent and future real property needed by the
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Department in the National Capital Region
in order to carry out the mission of the De-
partment to secure the homeland and defend
the Nation against future acts of terrorism.

(3) An analysis of the difference between
the current and needed capital assets and fa-
cilities of the Department.

(4) A current plan for construction of the
headquarters consolidation at the St. Eliza-
beths campus that includes—

(A) the estimated costs and schedule for
the current plan; and

(B) any estimated costs savings associated
with reducing the scope of the consolidation
project and increasing the use of existing ca-
pacity developed under the project.

(56) A current plan for the leased portfolio
of the Department in the National Capital
Region that includes—

(A) the total rentable square feet, number
of personnel, and proposed utilization rates;

(B) the replacement and consolidation
plan, including—

(i) an end-state vision that identifies which
Department-wide operations, component op-
erations, and support offices do not migrate
to the St. Elizabeths campus and continue to
operate at a property in the leased portfolio;

(ii) the number of full time equivalent em-
ployees who are expected to operate at each
property, component, or office; and

(iii) timing and anticipated leased terms,
for leased space under the plan referred to in
paragraph (4); and

(C) the costs and benefits of leasing and
construction alternatives for the head-
quarters consolidation project.

(6) A detailed list of alternatives consid-
ered by the Department during the develop-
ment of the plan referred to in paragraph (4),
including the costs and benefits of alter-
natives to such plan.

(b) UPDATE OF COST AND SCHEDULE ESTI-
MATES.—Not later than 180 days after date of
the submittal of the report required by sub-
section (a), the Secretary, in coordination
with the Administrator of General Services,
shall complete the update of the cost and
schedule estimates for the portions of the
consolidation project that are not yet com-
plete as of such date based on the informa-
tion contained in the report. Consistent with
the recommendation of the Government Ac-
countability Office in GAO-14-648, such esti-
mates shall conform to relevant Federal
guidance for cost and schedule estimates.

(c) COMPTROLLER GENERAL REVIEW.—

(1) REVIEW REQUIRED.—The Comptroller
General of the United States shall review the
update of the cost and schedule estimates
under subsection (b) to evaluate the quality
and reliability of such estimates.

(2) ASSESSMENT.—Not later than 60 days
after the completion of the update of the
cost and schedule estimates under subsection
(b), the Comptroller General shall report to
the appropriate congressional committees on
the results of the review required by para-
graph (1).

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this Act:

(1) The term ‘‘National Capital Region”
has the meaning given such term under sec-
tion 2674(f)(2) of title 10, United States Code.

(2) The term ‘‘appropriate committees of
Congress’” means the Committee on Home-
land Security and the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs and the Committee on Environment
and Public Works of the Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. WALKER) and the
gentlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs.
WATSON COLEMAN) each will control 20
minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude any extraneous material on the
bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 1640. Mr. Speaker, since 2006,
the Department of Homeland Security
and the General Services Administra-
tion have been working towards com-
pleting a consolidated headquarters on
the historic St. Elizabeths campus in
Washington, D.C.

However, as with many other Federal
projects, the consolidation has run up
against cost overruns and construction
delays, at times estimated to be more
than $1 billion over budget and 12 years
behind schedule.

Earlier this year, I visited the site
personally to see firsthand the progress
being made and the immense chal-
lenges that lie ahead. I remain con-
cerned that taxpayers’ dollars will be
put at risk without better manage-
ment.

This bill, H.R. 1640, the DHS Head-
quarters Consolidation Accountability
Act of 2015, would require the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security, in coordi-
nation with the Administrator of Gen-
eral Services, to investigate and sub-
mit a report on the estimated costs and
property needs of the project.

While we were encouraged by the up-
dated DHS St. Elizabeths plans pub-
lished earlier this year, we still believe
that increased oversight of the consoli-
dation project will help ensure ac-
countability and the efficient use of
our constituents’ taxpayer dollars.

Mr. Speaker, accountability is a fun-
damental aspect of citizen-ruled gov-
ernment and something that our con-
stituents expect their representatives
to uphold. H.R. 1640 does just this, and
I look forward to the bipartisan sup-
port this legislation will receive.

I reserve the balance of my time.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, June 15, 2015.

Hon. MICHAEL MCCAUL,

Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security,
Ford House Office Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN MCcCAUL: I write con-
cerning H.R. 1640, the Department of Home-
land Security Headquarters Consolidation
Accountably Act of 2015. This legislation in-
cludes matters that fall within the Rule X
jurisdiction of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

In order to expedite floor consideration of
H.R. 1640, the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure will forgo action on this
bill. However, this is conditional on our mu-
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tual understanding that forgoing consider-
ation of the bill does not prejudice the Com-
mittee with respect to the appointment of
conferees or to any future jurisdictional
claim over the subject matters contained in
the bill or similar legislation that fall within
the Committee’s Rule X jurisdiction. I re-
quest you urge the Speaker to name mem-
bers of the Committee to any conference
committee named to consider such provi-
sions.

Please place a copy of this letter and your
response acknowledging our jurisdictional
interest into the Congressional Record dur-
ing consideration of the measure on the
house floor.

Sincerely,
BILL SHUSTER,
Chairman.
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 17, 2015

Hon. BILL SHUSTER,

Chairman, Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, Rayburn House Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHUSTER, Thank you for
your letter regarding H.R. 1640, the ‘‘Depart-
ment of Homeland Security Headquarters
Consolidation Accountability Act of 2015.” I
appreciate your support in bringing this leg-
islation before the House of Representatives,
and accordingly, understand that the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
will not seek a sequential referral on the
bill.

The Committee on Homeland Security con-
curs with the mutual understanding that by
foregoing a sequential referral of this bill at
this time, the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure does not waive any juris-
diction over the subject matter contained in
this bill or similar legislation in the future.
In addition, should a conference on this bill
be necessary, I would support a request by
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure for conferees on those provisions
within your jurisdiction.

I will insert copies of this exchange in the
Congressional Record during consideration
of this bill on the House floor. I thank you
for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL T. McCAUL,
Chairman,
Committee on Homeland Security.
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr.

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume, and I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 1640, the Department of
Homeland Security Headquarters Con-
solidation Accountability Act of 2015.

Mr. Speaker, in 2006, 3 years into the
Department of Homeland Security’s ex-
istence, President Bush proposed con-
solidating the headquarters functions
of the Department and its components
from the more than 50 locations to the
St. Elizabeths campus in southeast
Washington, D.C.

Construction began in 2009, but be-
tween sequestration and tightening
budgets, appropriations for the project
have been $1.2 billion less than Presi-
dent Bush and President Obama re-
quested.

Naturally, Congress’ failure to con-
sistently and adequately fund the
project has greatly slowed construction
and led to increased costs. It has also
forced DHS to revisit its master plan
and reduce the scope of the project.

At this juncture, it is important that
the Department have a realistic and
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achievable plan. The legislation under
consideration seeks to do just that. If
enacted, this legislation would require
the Secretary of Homeland Security to
submit to Congress an updated plan for
St. Elizabeths to inform future funding
decisions.

Importantly, H.R. 1640 requires the
submission of a proposed occupancy
plan for St. Elizabeths that includes a
list of components and offices to be
housed there. A key consequence of the
Department having to scale down the
breadth of its consolidation plans is
the reality that its portfolio of leased
space will need to remain large.

In fact, with up to 69 percent of DHS’
commercial leases in the national cap-
ital region expiring between fiscal
years 2016 to 2020, we should all be
aware that DHS will be forced to em-
bark on the expensive process of re-
competing and possibly relocating its
operations and personnel.

Before I reserve the balance of my
time, I would like to acknowledge that
I am pleased that the bill includes an
amendment I offered to give the De-
partment adequate time to engage the
General Services Administration, the
construction manager for the project,
in preparing the updated plans, assess-
ments, and estimates.

GSA’s participation in the develop-
ment of these key materials is essen-
tial to ensuring that what is trans-
mitted to Congress is realistic and
achievable.

As a supporter of the St. Elizabeths
project and DHS’ Unity of Effort initia-
tive, I urge passage of H.R. 1640. Co-
location of DHS’ personnel in one head-
quarters has the potential of not only
achieving cost savings, but fostering an
environment where integration and
collaboration drives more effective and
efficient operations.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
more speakers, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

I appreciate the bipartisan approach
taken on this legislation. The St. Eliz-
abeths project is about more than real
estate; it is about ensuring the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security has a home
where diverse components can come to-
gether.

That is the thinking behind the Sec-
retary’s Unity of Effort initiative. En-
actment of this legislation will help to
ensure that DHS has a realistic plan
for St. Elizabeths.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
Chairman MCCAUL and the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WALKER) for
their work on this legislation.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I, once again, urge my colleagues to
support this strong bipartisan piece of
legislation, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.
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Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen-
ior member of the Homeland Security Com-
mittee, | rise in strong support of H.R. 1640,
the “Department of Homeland Security Head-
quarters Consolidation Accountability Act of
2015.”

| support this bipartisan legislation which di-
rects the Secretary of Homeland Security to
submit to Congress a report on the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security headquarters con-
solidation project in the National Capital Re-

ion.

9 Mr. Speaker, | thank my colleagues on the
Homeland Security Committee for unani-
mously supporting the inclusion of my amend-
ments to H.R. 1640.

Together, the Jackson Lee amendments of-
fered a comprehensive look at the Depart-
ment's real estate obligations related to its
headquarters consolidation project at St. Eliza-
beths, as well as its leased portfolio in the Na-
tional Capital Region.

Further, the Jackson Lee amendments help
clarify how DHS will relocate its personnel and
operations at the headquarters level and
across its components at St. Elizabeths as
construction continues on the headquarters
consolidation project.

Mr. Speaker, since DHS initiated its head-
quarters consolidation in 2006, it has pro-
gressed despite changes in senior leadership
and waning funding support from Congress.

As a result, in April 2015, DHS and GSA
announced that the construction sequence
and timetable for the headquarters consolida-
tion would be adjusted to reflect reduced fund-
ing by Congress.

DHS must now re-compete up to 69 percent
of its commercial leases in the National Cap-
ital Region as they are scheduled to expire
between 2016 and 2020.

My first amendment directs DHS to provide
information related to the expected timing and
terms of any lease renewals in the National
Capital Region.

My second amendment requires the Depart-
ment to report on the numbers of its full-time
equivalents who are expected to occupy each
DHS-leased or owned property, which will
guide the Department in adjusting its expendi-
tures on the headquarters consolidation
project.

Together, they will ensure that DHS and
GSA develop a comprehensive picture of
which employees and operations will migrate
to St. Elizabeths and which will not.

| urge all of my colleagues to join me in
strong support of the suspension bill, H.R.
1640, the “Department of Homeland Security
Headquarters Consolidation Accountability Act
of 2015.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. WALKER) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1640, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

DHS PAID ADMINISTRATIVE
LEAVE ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF
2015
Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, I

move to suspend the rules and pass the
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bill (H.R. 1633) to provide for certain
improvements relating to the tracking
and reporting of employees of the De-
partment of Homeland Security placed
on administrative leave, or any other
type of paid non-duty status without
charge to leave, for personnel matters,
and for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1633

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “DHS Paid
Administrative Leave Accountability Act of
2015,

SEC. 2. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
IMPROVED INTERNAL TRACKING
AND REPORTING OF ADMINISTRA-
TIVE LEAVE FOR PERSONNEL MAT-
TERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-296; 6
U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:

“SEC. 104. INTERNAL TRACKING AND REPORTING
OF ADMINISTRATIVE LEAVE FOR
PERSONNEL MATTERS.

‘‘(a) INTERNAL REPORTING.—Not later than
90 days after the date of the enactment of
the DHS Paid Administrative Leave Ac-
countability Act of 2015, and quarterly there-
after, the head of each component of the De-
partment shall submit to the Chief Human
Capital Officer of the Department—

‘(1) the number of employees of the com-
ponent who had been on administrative
leave, or any other type of paid non-duty
status without charge to leave, for personnel
matters for a period of six consecutive
months or longer as of the last day of the pe-
riod covered by the report;

‘‘(2) the total cost to the component asso-
ciated with such administrative leave and
such paid non-duty status (including salary
and benefits) for the period covered by the
report; and

‘“(3) the average duration that employees
are placed on administrative leave, or any
other type of paid non-duty status without
charge to leave, for personnel matters for a
period of six consecutive months or longer,
as of the last day of the period covered by
the report for the component.

“(b) CHCO TRACKING.—The Chief Human
Capital Officer shall—

‘(1) maintain records of the number of em-
ployees of the Department who are placed on
administrative leave or paid non-duty status
without charge to leave for personnel mat-
ters and the costs (including salary and ben-
efits) associated with such leave or non-duty
status; and

‘(2) in consultation with the head of each
of the components of the Department, deter-
mine any appropriate actions to be taken by
the Department to resolve any personnel
matter objectively, appropriately, and expe-
ditiously or to reduce the use of administra-
tive leave and paid non-duty status without
charge to leave in addressing any personnel
matter.

“‘(c) PERSONNEL MATTERS DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘personnel matters’ means,
with respect to an employee, any personnel
investigation (including any investigation
into misconduct and any national security
or suitability investigation), any criminal
matter, or any adverse action proposed or
taken by the Department, including any ac-
tion under chapter 756 of title 5, United
States Code.

“(d) LEVERAGE OF EXISTING SYSTEMS.—In
carrying out this section, the Secretary is
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encouraged to leverage systems and oper-

ations in use on the date of enactment of the

DHS Paid Administrative Leave Account-

ability Act of 2015 to implement the require-

ments of this section.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents in section 1(b) of such Act is
amended by inserting after the item relating
to section 103 the following new item:

““Sec. 104. Internal tracking and reporting of
administrative leave for per-
sonnel matters.”.

SEC. 3. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

POLICY RELATING TO EMPLOYEES
ON ADMINISTRATIVE LEAVE.

By not later than 90 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Chief Human
Capital Officer of the Department of Home-
land Security shall develop and implement a
Department-wide policy in accordance with
existing Federal guidance specifically re-
lated to the use of administrative leave, or
any other type of paid non-duty status with-
out charge to leave, for personnel matters.
Such policy shall include the responsibilities
of the components of the Department for re-
porting information relating to such admin-
istrative leave and such paid non-duty status
to the Chief Human Capital Officer, as re-
quired under section 104(a) of the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-296), as
added by section 2. Such policy shall provide
guidance on expediting the resolution of a
personnel matter for which an employee has
been on administrative leave or any other
type of paid non-duty status without charge
to leave for a period of six consecutive
months or longer in an objective and appro-
priate manner.

SEC. 4. REPORTS TO CONGRESS ON DEPART-

MENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY EM-
PLOYEES ON  ADMINISTRATIVE
LEAVE FOR PERSONNEL MATTERS.

(a) QUARTERLY REPORTS.—Not later than 30
days after the last day of each calendar quar-
ter of 2016, 2017, and 2018, the Chief Human
Capital Officer of the Department of Home-
land Security shall submit to the Committee
on Homeland Security of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs of
the Senate a report on the number of Depart-
ment employees on administrative leave,
and any other type of paid non-duty status
without charge to leave, for personnel mat-
ters for a period of six consecutive months or
longer as of the last day of the quarter cov-
ered by the report. Each such report shall in-
clude—

(1) the costs to the Department associated
with the placement of such employees on ad-
ministrative leave or such paid non-duty sta-
tus (including salary and benefits) for the pe-
riod covered by the report; and

(2) a description of any actions taken by
the Department to resolve any personnel
matter for which an employee has been
placed on administrative leave or paid non-
duty status without charge to leave.

(b) PERSONNEL MATTERS.—In this section,
the term ‘‘personnel matters’ has the mean-
ing given such term in section 104(c) of the
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (Public Law
107-296), as added by section 2.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LOUDERMILK) and the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs. WAT-
SON COLEMAN) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days within
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which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include any extraneous ma-
terial on the bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I believe our children
and grandchildren deserve a better gov-
ernment than the one that we are pass-
ing on to them. Families are struggling
due to a lagging economy. Government
intrusion and senseless regulations on
businesses are pushing jobs overseas.
With the recent rash of scandals within
our Federal Government, the American
people are continually losing their
faith in representatives of our govern-
ment.

I know we can do better, and the
American people expect to see change.
I came to Congress to make a dif-
ference, to cut spending, to eliminate
waste, and to hold Big Government bu-
reaucrats accountable and make this
Nation a place that is more free, safe,
and full of opportunity.

This is what the American people ex-
pect from us, and now is the time for
us to take bold and decisive action, and
that is why I am standing here today.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity has roughly 240,000 employees who
work around the clock to protect the
lives and liberties of Americans, and I
am grateful for their dedicated service.

However, due to a lack of proper
management and accountability, there
are numbers of DHS employees who are
staying at home and drawing a pay-
check while being investigated for acts
of misconduct.

In May of 2014, the former deputy in-
spector general at the Department of
Homeland Security was accused of al-
tering reports and delaying investiga-
tions. One of those investigations was
the Secret Service prostitution scandal
that occurred in 2012.

The Senate Subcommittee on Finan-
cial and Contracting Oversight delved
into this case, which also led to further
investigations. However, even though
the former deputy inspector general
was being investigated for gross mis-
conduct, he was placed on administra-
tive leave, receiving full pay and bene-
fits for almost an entire year.

We all know that there are occa-
sional incidents like this in any organi-
zation. However, if this was an isolated
case, I would not be standing here
today presenting this bill, but there
are numerous cases like it.

The Government Accountability Of-
fice reported that from 2011 to 2013, the
Department of Homeland Security pro-
vided its employees with over 1.5 mil-
lion days of paid administrative leave,
equating to over $380 million in tax-
payer dollars. Most of this paid leave
was granted to employees who were on
administrative leave for reasons of
misconduct.

Unfortunately, the Department has
no agencywide standards or reporting
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policies regarding paid administrative
leave for employees being investigated
for misconduct. This lack of manage-
ment and accountability allows em-
ployees with disciplinary issues, like
the former deputy inspector general, to
fall through the cracks.

This bill, H.R. 1633, the DHS Paid Ad-
ministrative Leave Accountability Act
of 2015, requires the Chief Human Cap-
ital Officer to implement an agency-
wide policy regarding those who are on
paid administrative leave for more
than 6 months being investigated for
misconduct. In addition, it requires the
Department to report to Congress the
number of employees on administra-
tive leave during investigation, as well
as the associated costs.

Having a commonsense policy, as
mandated by this bill, will potentially
save the Department millions of dol-
lars and provide for critical oversight
and accountability.

The bill will also require the Chief
Human Capital Officer to submit quar-
terly reports to the House and Senate
Homeland Security Committees. These
reports will allow more oversight by
Congress and ensure DHS is no longer
squandering hard-working taxpayer
dollars.

DHS must do a better job of tracking
employees under investigation for mis-
conduct and, in a timely manner, take
appropriate action to hold them ac-
countable. Employees who tarnish the
Department’s reputation do not de-
serve paid vacations at taxpayer ex-
pense.

Americans are tired of government
carelessly giving away their future
through mismanagement and thought-
less spending habits.

I encourage my colleagues to support
passage of H.R. 1633, a commonsense
bill that will help prevent fraud, allevi-
ate waste, and better safeguard tax-
payer dollars.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume, and rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 1633, the DHS Paid Admin-
istrative Leave Accountability Act of
2015.

Mr. Speaker, this measure which was
unanimously approved in committee,
seeks to enhance how certain paid ad-
ministrative leave is tracked and man-
aged by the Department of Homeland
Security.

H.R. 1633 was introduced in response
to a 2014 Government Accountability
Office report that looked at paid ad-
ministrative leave expenditures across
government between fiscal years 2011
and 2014.

In that report, GAO found that, over-
all, agencies spent $3.1 billion on paid
administrative leave. Of that amount,
the Department of Homeland Security
spent $380 million on this category of
leave. Agencies approve administrative
leave for a variety of reasons, from se-
vere weather events, to jury duty, to
voting, to disciplinary matters subject
to investigation.
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H.R. 1633 focuses on helping to im-
prove DHS’ management of just one
segment of paid administrative leave
expenditures, leave that is paid for 6 or
more consecutive months to an em-
ployee that is under investigation by
the Department for a conduct or crimi-
nal matter.

This legislation directs the Depart-
ment’s Chief Human Capital Officer to
maintain records from throughout the
Department on the number of employ-
ees who are paid leave for 6 or more
consecutive months during a DHS per-
sonnel investigation; the total costs,
including salaries and benefits associ-
ated with this leave; and the average
length of time that an employee in
these circumstances is on paid admin-
istrative leave.

H.R. 1633 also directs the Depart-
ment’s Chief Human Capital Officer to
develop and implement department-
wide policy on how components can
comply with this recordkeeping re-
quirement and guidance and on how
components can expedite the resolu-
tion of personnel matters for an em-
ployee in these circumstances.

In committee, language I authored
was accepted to ensure that when a
component expeditiously works to re-
solve personnel matters, as directed by
this bill, that component must do so in
a way that is objective and fair.
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The addition of this language is im-
portant because we do not want to cre-
ate the impression that Congress val-
ues expediency and cost-cutting over
fairness.

Even as we look to foster greater ac-
countability, we must not lose sight of
the fact that we are talking about peo-
ple’s careers here.

Before I close, I would add that this
legislation does nothing to disturb the
discretion that the Department has to
make leave decisions, and this bill
should not impact the availability of
paid administrative leave to the DHS
workforce.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT), my good
friend.

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R.
1633, the DHS Paid Administrative
Leave Accountability Act of 2015, in-
troduced by my colleague from Geor-
gia, BARRY LOUDERMILK.

Over the span of 2 years, Department
of Homeland Security employees
racked up approximately 1.5 million
days of paid administrative leave,
which amounts to hundreds of millions
of taxpayer dollars. Some of these em-
ployees were placed on leave due to in-
vestigations into alleged misconduct.

Stopping wasteful government spend-
ing has been a top priority for me dur-
ing my time in Congress, which is why
I am proud to cosponsor this piece of
legislation.
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This bill increases government trans-
parency by establishing an account-
ability system within the Department
of Homeland Security. This system is
essential in safeguarding against
waste, fraud, and abuse.

I am glad that it is a bipartisan
measure. I look forward to its passage,
and I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 1633 and stand with this common-
sense legislation that saves taxpayer
dollars.

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further speakers,
and I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. CARTER), my colleague,
friend, and fellow member of the Home-
land Security Committee.

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in support of H.R. 1633.

From 2011 to 2013, over 200 DHS em-
ployees were placed on paid adminis-
trative leave. While administrative
leave may be necessary on a case-by-
case basis, more frequently, we hear of
Federal employees who are under in-
vestigation for conduct-related ac-
tions. These investigations can last for
several months, which can result in a
substantial cost to taxpayers.

For example, in 2013, a DHS employee
was placed on paid administrative
leave for running a Web site that pre-
dicted and advocated a race war. Such
action should not involve paid leave. It
clearly should involve termination of
employment.

Another example involves former
Acting and Deputy DHS Inspector Gen-
eral Charles Edwards. Mr. Edwards was
placed on paid leave in May of 2014. As
of October 2014, he was still on paid ad-
ministrative leave.

This bill protects precious taxpayer
dollars by requiring DHS to track and
report on employees placed on adminis-
trative leave for personnel matters. By
keeping track of who is on paid admin-
istrative leave, we can better ensure we
are not using the taxpayers’ dime to
pay for DHS employee misconduct.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned before,
this legislation would do nothing to
disturb the availability of paid admin-
istrative leave for DHS workers who
need it to vote or to serve on a jury. It
is narrowly focused on getting a handle
on how much the Department is spend-
ing on paid administrative leave for in-
dividuals under investigation for 6 or
more months.

These circumstances are often tough
for all involved. The sooner there is an
appropriate resolution, the better it is
for everyone involved. If enacted, H.R.
1633 would help to ensure that such
matters are resolved in a timely and
appropriate manner.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.
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Mr. Speaker, once again, I urge my
colleagues to support this strong, com-
monsense, and bipartisan piece of legis-
lation.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen-
ior member of the Homeland Security Com-
mittee, | rise in strong support of H.R. 1633,
the “DHS Paid Administrative Leave Account-
ability Act of 2015.”

This bill makes needed improvements relat-
ing to the tracking and reporting of employees
of the Department of Homeland Security in-
cluding administrative leave, or any other type
of paid non-duty status without charge to
leave, and personal matters, and for other pur-
poses.

| support this bipartisan legislation, which
amends the Homeland Security Act of 2002 to
direct the head of each component of the De-
partment of Homeland Security to submit on a
quarterly basis two reports to the Chief Human
Capital Officer of DHS.

Mr. Speaker, Title | of Homeland Security
Act would be amended by adding Section 104
which provides for the improvement of internal
tracking and reporting for administrative leave.

First, this bill directs that the number of em-
ployees who had been on administrative
leave, or any other type of paid non-duty sta-
tus without charge to leave, for personnel mat-
ters for six consecutive months or longer be
reported.

Second, DHS agency heads must report the
total cost to the component associated with
such leave and paid non-duty status for that
quarter.

The Chief Human Capital Officer is respon-
sible for determining appropriate actions to be
taken by DHS to resolve any personnel matter
expeditiously or to eliminate or reduce the use
of such leave and paid non-duty status in ad-
dressing any personnel matter.

The Chief HCO is also to develop and im-
plement a department-wide policy in accord-
ance with existing federal guidance specifically
related to the use of such leave of paid non-
duty status for personnel matters.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1633 enhances trans-
parency and allows for more fiscally conserv-
ative policy in regards to the costs associated
with paid administrative leave.

However, it may be more difficult to accom-
plish this level of transparency in regards to
how data for leave is extracted and recorded.

These are time sensitive additions which will
require that within 90 days of the enactment of
this Act, and quarterly thereafter, the depart-
ment heads are required to submit their re-
ports to the Chief Officer.

In that same time span the Chief HC Officer
is to promulgate a department-wide policy in
accordance with existing Federal guidance
specifically related to the use of administrative
leave.

| join my colleagues in working to strength-
en efficiency in all areas of government and
supporting fiscally conservative methods to
achieve this goal.

| urge all of my colleagues to join me in
supporting the passage of H.R. 1633.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LOUDERMILK) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1633, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
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rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

HOMELAND SECURITY DRONE
ASSESSMENT AND ANALYSIS ACT

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1646) to require the Secretary
of Homeland Security to research how
small- and medium-sized unmanned
aerial systems could be used in an at-
tack, how to prevent or mitigate the
effects of such an attack, and for other
purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1646

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘Homeland
Security Drone Assessment and Analysis
Act”.

SEC. 2. DRONE ASSESSMENT AND ANALYSIS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Home-
land Security shall, in consultation with the
Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Trans-
portation, the Secretary of Energy, and the
Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission research how commercially avail-
able small and medium sized unmanned air-
craft, excluding aircraft over 1,300 pounds
could be used to perpetuate an attack and,
based on such research, the Secretary of
Homeland Security shall develop policies,
guidance, and protocols for the Department
of Homeland Security to prevent such an at-
tack or mitigate the risks of such an attack.
Not later than 180 days after the completion
of the research required under this sub-
section, the Secretary of Homeland Security
may provide, as appropriate, the Secretary
of Defense, the Secretary of Transportation,
the Secretary of Energy, and the Chairman
of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission infor-
mation, based on such research, regarding
how to best prevent and mitigate the risk of
such an attack.

(b) DISSEMINATION TO STATE AND LOCAL OF-
FICIALS.—The Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity shall disseminate information to State,
local, and tribal law enforcement officials
and State and major urban area fusion cen-
ters, as appropriate, regarding how such offi-
cials may bolster preparedness for and re-
sponses to attacks perpetrated by commer-
cially available small and medium sized un-
manned aircraft, excluding aircraft over 1,300
pounds.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Homeland Security shall sub-
mit to the Committee on Homeland Security
and the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs and the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science and Transpor-
tation of the Senate an assessment of the se-
curity risk associated with commercially
available small and medium sized unmanned
aircraft, excluding aircraft over 1,300 pounds.
Such assessment shall be informed by re-
search conducted in accordance with sub-
section (a), shall contain recommendations,
if applicable, to prevent and mitigate the
risk of an unmanned aircraft system attack,
and may be developed in coordination with
the Centers of Excellence of the Department
of Homeland Security and other academic
institutions.
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(d) PROHIBITION ON NEW FUNDING.—No
funds are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this Act. This Act shall be carried
out using amounts appropriated or otherwise
made available for such purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LOUDERMILK) and the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs. WAT-
SON COLEMAN) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude any extraneous materials on the
bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
1646.

The rapid increase of commercially
available small-and medium-sized un-
manned aerial systems, or UAS, most
often referred to as drones, poses an
emerging security threat. This is fur-
ther evidenced by recent high-profile
events at the White House, French nu-
clear power plants, and numerous air-
ports and sports venues. Drones have
been a part of foiled terrorist plots,
used to smuggle drugs across our bor-
ders, and the negligent use of this tech-
nology presents a public safety risk.

During this Congress, bills have been
introduced that focus on topics such as
the commercial uses of drones and the
privacy concerns associated with their
use. However, nobody has tackled the
security implications of expanding the
use of drones. H.R. 1646, the Homeland
Security Drone Assessment and Anal-
ysis Act, requires the Secretary of
Homeland Security to research how
commercially available small- and me-
dium-sized drones could be used in an
attack and to develop policies, guid-
ance, and protocols for the Department
of Homeland Security to prevent an at-
tack.

By the end of fiscal year 2015, the
Federal Aviation Administration is ex-
pected to establish new rules to remove
the waiver requirement and allow the
operation of drones for nonrecreational
purposes in U.S. airspace. Undoubtedly,
these regulations would be better in-
formed by a DHS assessment of the po-
tential security risks associated with
the expanded use of small- and me-
dium-sized drones. H.R. 1646 is a good
first step towards protecting the coun-
try and the American people from this
emerging threat.

I reserve the balance of my time.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE, WASHINGTON,

DC, JUNE 9, 2015.
Hon. MICHAEL T. MCCAUL
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security,

Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN McCAUL: I write con-
cerning H.R. 1646, the Homeland Security
Drone Assessment and Analysis Act. This
legislation includes matters that fall within
the Rule X jurisdiction of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

In order to expedite floor consideration of
H.R. 1646, the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure will forgo action on this
bill. However, this is conditional on our mu-
tual understanding that forgoing consider-
ation of the bill does not prejudice the Com-
mittee with respect to the appointment of
conferees or to any future jurisdictional
claim over the subject matters contained in
the bill or similar legislation that fall within
the Committee’s Rule X jurisdiction. In addi-
tion, the bill’s sponsor and the Committee on
Homeland Security have agreed to include
two changes to the bill in a Manager’s
Amendment on the House Floor. Finally, I
request you urge the Speaker to name mem-
bers of the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure to any conference com-
mittee named to consider H.R. 1646.

Please place a copy of this letter and your
response acknowledging our jurisdictional
interest into the Congressional Record dur-
ing consideration of the measure on the
House floor.

Sincerely,
BILL SHUSTER,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY,
Washington, DC, June 10, 2015.
Hon. BILL SHUSTER,
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and

Infrastructure, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SHUSTER, Thank you for
your letter regarding H.R. 1646, the ‘‘Home-
land Security Drone Assessment and Anal-
ysis Act.” I appreciate your support in bring-
ing this legislation before the House of Rep-
resentatives, and accordingly, understand
that the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure will forego further action on
the bill.

The Committee on Homeland Security con-
curs with the mutual understanding that by
foregoing further action on this bill at this
time, the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure does not waive any jurisdic-
tion over the subject matter contained in
this bill or similar legislation in the future.
In addition, should a conference on this bill
be necessary, I would support your request to
have the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure represented on the conference
committee.

I will insert copies of this exchange in the
report on the bill and in the Congressional
Record during consideration of this bill on
the house floor. I thank you for your co-
operation in this matter.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL T. MCCAUL,

Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security.

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I rise in strong support of H.R. 1646,
the Homeland Security Drone Assess-
ment and Analysis Act, and in support
of the House’s adoption of H.R. 1646. I
introduced this legislation in response
to testimony that we received in com-
mittee this past March on gaps in our
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understanding of the security implica-
tions of unmanned aerial systems,
UAS, in domestic airspace.

For example, off-the-shelf systems
widely available today, in the wrong
hands, can jam transmitted signals,
take surveillance imagery, and carry
dangerous weapons. Given these sys-
tems’ capabilities, it is important that
there be a comprehensive study of the
security risks and plans to address
them.

To that end, H.R. 1646 directs the De-
partment of Homeland Security to re-
search how a commercially available
small- and medium-sized drone could
be used to perpetrate an attack, and to
develop policies, guidance, and proto-
cols to prevent such an attack or miti-
gate the risk of such an attack.

As amended in committee, my legis-
lation directs DHS to work with the
U.S. Departments of Transportation
and Energy and the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission to carry out this re-
search, and allows for DHS to share ad-
vice and information based on that re-
search with these key Federal part-
ners.

Mr. Speaker, drone technology holds
great promise, with significant social
and economic benefits not yet fully re-
alized. However, given the rapid growth
in the domestic drone market, it is im-
portant that we identify and have
strategies to mitigate the associated
security risk.

If enacted, H.R. 1646 will enhance our
Nation’s security while, at the same
time, clarifying the framework for
Americans’ legitimate interest in pro-
ducing and using drones lawfully and
safely.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation, H.R. 1646, to
further the Department of Homeland
Security’s efforts to work with other
agencies on the security risks of small-
and medium-sized drones in domestic
airspace.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker,
once again, I urge my colleagues to
support this strong, bipartisan piece of
legislation.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen-
ior member of the Homeland Security Com-
mittee, | rise in strong support of H.R. 1646,
the “Homeland Security Drone Assessment
and Analysis Act.”

| support this bipartisan legislation because
it addresses the potential terrorist threat posed
by small and medium-sized drones throughout
our country.

| thank my colleague, Congresswoman
WATSON COLEMAN of New Jersey, for intro-
ducing this thoughtful and necessary legisla-
tion that will assist the Department of Home-
land Security.

The Homeland Security Drone Assessment
and Analysis Act would require the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to research how
commercially available small and medium-
sized drones could be used to perpetrate an
attack.

Agencies will be tasked with the responsi-
bility of taking the lead for developing effective
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policies and guidance along with the proper
protocols which will assist in preventing an at-
tack perpetrated with a drone.

Information regarding how to properly re-
spond to the potential threats from these
drones will be distributed to state and local
law enforcement agencies to allow them to de-
velop approaches to mitigate identified threats.

The protocols that will be developed as a
result of this legislation will assist every level
of law enforcement in coordinated responses
to a drone related emergency.

Recent news reports of small drones crash-
ing in areas such as on the White House lawn
and incidents including near misses with com-
mercial aircraft demonstrate the need for this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, one of the most important
things that can and must continue to be done
is to protect our homeland from evolving
threats.

Mr. Speaker, this is why | join my col-
leagues in working to strengthen the laws that
allow the Department of Homeland Security to
create policies that will address emergency
protocol threats such as the proliferation of
commercial use of drones.

| urge all of my colleagues to join me in
supporting passage of H.R. 1646.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LOUDERMILK) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H. R. 1646,
as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: A bill to require the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to re-
search how certain commercially avail-
able small and medium sized unmanned
aircraft systems could be used in an at-
tack, how to prevent or mitigate the
risk of such an attack, and for other
purposes.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————
DHS FOIA EFFICIENCY ACT OF 2015

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 1615) to direct the
Chief FOIA Officer of the Department
of Homeland Security to make certain
improvements in the implementation
of section 552 of title 5, United States
Code (commonly known as the Free-
dom of Information Act), and for other
purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1615

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “DHS FOIA
Efficiency Act of 2015°°.

SEC. 2. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT IM-
PLEMENTATION.

(a) DEADLINE FOR UPDATING REGULA-
TIONS.—Not later than 90 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the Chief FOIA
Officer of the Department of Homeland Secu-
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rity, as appointed pursuant to section 552(j)
of title 5, United States Code, shall finalize
and issue an updated regulation imple-
menting section 552 of title 5, United States
Code (commonly known as the Freedom of
Information Act), which shall include—

(1) public guidance on procedures to be fol-
lowed when making requests under para-
graph (1), (2), or (3) of section 552(a) of title
5, United States Code;

(2) updated guidance to the components of
the Department responsible for processing
such requests, which may include informa-
tion on how to adopt automated processing
of requests made under paragraphs (1), (2), or
(3) of section 552(a) of title 5, United States
Code;

(3) detailed information on fees and costs
associated with such requests; and

(4) detailed information on the appeals
process for such requests.

(b) IDENTIFICATION OF COSTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Chief FOIA Officer, in coordination with
the Chief Financial Officer of the Depart-
ment and the heads of each of the relevant
components of the Department, shall iden-
tify the total annual cost to the Department
of implementing section 552 of title 5, United
States Code.

(2) GUIDANCE.—The Chief FOIA Officer
shall develop guidance on reporting stand-
ards related to the direct and indirect costs
to the Department associated with the proc-
essing of requests made under paragraphs (1),
(2), and (3) of section 552(a) of title 5, United
States Code.

(c) CosT SAVINGS.—The Chief FOIA Officer,
in collaboration with the heads of each of
the relevant components of the Department,
shall—

(1) identify unnecessary and duplicative
actions taken by the Department in the
course of processing requests made under
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 552(a) of
title 5, United States Code, by not later than
120 days after the date of the enactment of
this Act; and

(2) eliminate unnecessary and duplicative
actions taken by the Department in the
course of processing requests made under
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 552(a) of
title 5, United States Code, by not later than
12 months after the identification of such ac-
tion under paragraph (1).

(d) FOIA TRACKING SYSTEMS.—Not later
than 90 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the Chief FOIA Officer shall de-
velop a plan to automate the processing of
requests made under paragraphs (1), (2), and
(3) of section 552(a) of title 5, United States
Code to the Department. Such plan shall
take into account the specific needs of each
of the components of the Department respon-
sible for processing such requests and ad-
dress required and recommended technology
capabilities and elements. Such plan shall
include an assessment of the costs and bene-
fits associated with establishing and using
electronic processing systems to process re-
quests made under paragraphs (1), (2), and (3)
of section 552(a) of title 5, United States
Code.

(e) FOIA BACKLOG.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Chief Privacy Officer of the Department,
in consultation with the Chief FOIA Officer,
shall update and issue guidance to the heads
of each of the relevant components of the
Department regarding the goal of reducing
the backlog in processing requests made
under paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of section
5b2(a) of title 5, United States Code, by 50
percent between fiscal year 2015 and fiscal
year 2018.

(f) REPORT.—

(1) SEMIANNUAL PRIVACY REPORT.—The
Chief FOIA Officer shall include in each
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semiannual privacy report submitted under
section 1062(f) of the Intelligence Reform and
Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 (42 U.S.C.
2000ee-1(f)) each of the following:

(A) The total costs to the Department of
meeting the requirements of section 552 of
title 5, United States Code, for the period
covered by the report.

(B) An assessment of progress made toward
meeting the backlog goals pursuant to sub-
section (e) during the period covered by the
report and the periods covered by the two
preceding reports.

(C) An assessment of whether the Depart-
ment has adequate staffing and other re-
sources to address the backlog goals pursu-
ant to subsection (e) for processing requests
made under paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of sec-
tion 552(a) of title 5, United States Code.

(D) An assessment of the progress made to-
wards automating the processing of requests
made under paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of sec-
tion 552(a) of title 5, United States Code, dur-
ing the period covered by the report.

(2) FISCAL YEAR 2016 REQUIREMENTS.—The
Chief FOIA Officer shall include in the sec-
ond semiannual privacy report for fiscal year
2016 each of the following:

(A) A description of any cost savings iden-
tified under subsection (d).

(B) The plan developed under subsection
(d).
(g) DUPLICATIVE ACTION DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘‘duplicative actions”
means actions carried out by two or more
components or programs that are engaged in
the same activities or provide the same serv-
ices related to the processing of FOIA re-
quests to the same beneficiaries.

SEC. 3. PROGRESS ON AUTOMATION.

Upon completion of the plan to automate
the processing of requests made under para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 552(a) of title
5, United States Code, the Chief FOIA Officer
shall provide the plan to the heads of the
components of the Department and seek
written feedback from each head of a compo-
nent agency regarding the extent to which
that component will adopt the plan, the as-
sociated costs, and the projected timelines.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. CARTER) and the gentle-
woman from New Jersey (Mrs. WATSON
COLEMAN) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include any extraneous ma-
terials on the bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 1615.

In November of 2014, it was reported
that DHS had received and processed
the most FOIA requests out of any
Federal department. It holds the larg-
est backlog of unprocessed FOIA re-
quests of any Federal agency. In fact,
since 2010, DHS FOIA requests have in-
creased by over 65 percent, and DHS
currently holds almost half of all Fed-
eral FOIA requests of any government
agency—about 50,000 of 95,000 requests.
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In addition, 3 weeks ago, I was in-
formed that the increase in DHS FOIA
requests was partly due to requests for
immigration records for people re-
questing information for their future
deferred action cases. My bill, H.R.
1615, the DHS FOIA Efficiency Act of
2015, streamlines the process to address
the tremendous workload and backlog
and bring transparency to the cost of
FOIA requests to the Department.

In the recent past, DHS has received
poor evaluations regarding its effi-
ciency in handling FOIA requests. For
these reasons, my bill directs the chief
FOIA officer of DHS to work with
other officers within the Department
to update their capabilities in handling
the large amount of FOIA requests and
identify the total annual costs associ-
ated with processing these requests.

By updating their capabilities and re-
porting to Congress on how the Depart-
ment is addressing their poor perform-
ance, my bill will direct the Depart-
ment to address its backlog and ineffi-
ciencies in an appropriate and quick
manner.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I rise in strong support of H.R. 1615,
the DHS FOIA Efficiency Act.
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Mr. Speaker, this legislation, which
was unanimously approved by the com-
mittee on May 20, seeks to improve the
Department’s processing of Freedom of
Information Act requests.

In November 2014, the Comptroller
General reported that DHS faces the
largest backlog of unprocessed FOIA
requests of any Federal agency. While
resource challenges and inefficiencies
in DHS’ internal processes help explain
in part the backlog, we must not be
complacent and accept these chal-
lenges as excuses for the backlog.

A cornerstone of our democracy is
that the government is accountable to
its citizens. The FOIA process is a key
mechanism to ensure accountability. I
am pleased that the approach taken
under this bill is consistent with the
Department’s unity of effort initiative.

Specifically, H.R. 1615 requires that
the Department’s chief FOIA officer
collaborate with FOIA officials in com-
ponent agencies to track the total an-
nual costs associated with processing
FOIA requests, identify and adopt cost-
savings measures, and strategize on ad-
dressing the backlog.

Mr. Speaker, I would also note that
in committee, measures authored by
Democratic members to promote auto-
mation and address staffing resources
were adopted with bipartisan support.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of H.R.
1615, a bipartisan bill that seeks to im-
prove the responsiveness of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to the
American public, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I have no more speakers, and I re-
serve the balance of my time
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Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

Mr. Speaker, timely compliance with
FOIA requests is imperative to an open
government. The DHS FOIA backlog
has existed for too long and needs to be
addressed.

I thank Representative CARTER and
Chairman MCCAUL for their bipartisan
efforts on the DHS FOIA Efficiency
Act, which marks an important first
step in addressing this FOIA backlog
and promoting greater automation in
the processing of requests.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, once again, I urge my colleagues to
support this strong, bipartisan piece of
legislation, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen-
ior member of the Judiciary and Homeland
Security Committees, and | rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 1615, the “DHS FOIA Efficiency
Act of 2015.”

| support this bipartisan legislation, which
addresses DHS’ FOIA backlog by requiring
the department’s chief FOIA officer to issue
updated regulations on obtaining records
under the Act.

| am pleased that H.R. 1615 incorporates
two key Jackson Lee amendments offered
during the committee markup of the bill.

In 2014, DHS had 67,097 FOIA requests
that carried over from 2013; added 291,242
requests; and processed 238,031 FOIA re-
quests.

The agency still had 120,308 FOIA requests
that were carried over into 2015.

Because FOIA is a critical component of
creating our nation’s open and transparent
government, the process of citizens getting ac-
cess to information regarding government mat-
ters of personal or public interest is important.

DHS’s ability to meet public demands for in-
formation through FOIA should not be ham-
pered by a lack of technology.

One of the Jackson Lee Amendments in-
cluded in the bill directs that the agency in-
clude information on how to adopt automated
processing to meet FOIA obligations triggered
by agency: Public Notices published in the
Federal Register; Final rules; decisions, out-
come of adjudicated matters or other agency
actions; and obligations to reply to citizen
FOIA request.

Another Jackson Lee Amendment included
in H.R. 1615 directs that a report be drafted
that provides an assessment of DHS progress
made toward automating the FOIA process.

That Jackson Lee amendment also provides
that upon completion of the FOIA automation
plan that the Chief FOIA officer provides the
plan to the heads of the components of the
Department.

Mr. Speaker, it is true as Justice Brandeis
famously observed that “sunshine is the best
disinfectant.”

He was speaking of the power of knowledge
to illuminate and to enhance the ability of peo-
ple to understand and evaluate government
actions when presented with information.

| agree with Justice Brandeis that “the most
important political office is that of the private
citizen.”

| support H.R. 1615 and urge my colleagues
to join me in voting for its passage.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. CAR-
TER) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 1615, as amend-
ed.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr.
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

———————

DHS IT DUPLICATION REDUCTION
ACT OF 2015

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1626) to reduce duplication of
information technology at the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, and for
other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1626

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “DHS IT Du-
plication Reduction Act of 2015°.

SEC. 2. DHS INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DUPLI-
CATION REDUCTION.

(a) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY DUPLICATION
REDUCTION.—Not later than 90 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act, the Chief
Information Officer of the Department of
Homeland Security shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate a report that includes the
following:

(1) The number of information technology
systems at the Department of Homeland Se-
curity.

(2) An assessment of the number of such
systems exhibiting duplication or frag-
mentation.

(3) A strategy for reducing such duplicative
systems, including an assessment of poten-
tial cost savings or cost avoidance as a re-
sult of such reduction.

(4) A methodology for determining which
system should be eliminated when there is
duplication or fragmentation.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this Act:

(1) The term ‘duplication or fragmenta-
tion” of information technology systems
means two or more systems or programs
that deliver similar functionality to similar
user populations.

(2) The term ‘“‘information technology’’ has
the meaning given such term in section 11101
of title 40, United States Code.

(¢) No NEW AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDING.—
This section shall be carried out using
amounts otherwise appropriated or made
available to the Department of Homeland
Security. No additional funds are authorized
to be appropriated to carry out this section.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HURD) and the gentlewoman
from New Jersey (Mrs. WATSON COLE-
MAN) each will control 20 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include any extraneous ma-
terial on the bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 1626.

Call me crazy, but it just doesn’t
make sense to me to have Federal
agencies using multiple IT systems
that do the same thing. As chairman of
the Oversight and Government Reform
Information Technology Subcommittee
and a member of the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee, I see these cost over-
runs and hear stories of duplicative
systems on a daily basis. It is a ridicu-
lous and outrageous waste of taxpayer
dollars.

This year, the GAOQO’s annual High
Risk report designated information
technology as a new area of high risk
within the government. Federal agen-
cies spend nearly $80 billion a year on
IT projects, and nearly 80 percent of
them are on outdated and legacy sys-
tems. In the Department of Homeland
Security, there are more than 600 IT
systems in FEMA alone.

The DHS IT Duplication Reduction
Act is designed to change that. My bill
requires the DHS Chief Information Of-
ficer to identify all IT systems in the
Department, figure out which ones are
redundant, and then come up with a
strategy to reduce their number.

Mr. Speaker, when I was building a
cybersecurity firm in the private sec-
tor, things like this didn’t happen be-
cause there is no way that a small
business trying to grow would ever
waste their money like this.

Washington should have the same
mentality, especially since this money
being wasted isn’t Washington’s in the
first place. I believe Washington can
and should be much better stewards of
the dollars taxpayers have entrusted to
them. It is past time to change the ‘it
is not my money, so let’s spend it”’ cul-
ture here in Washington that leads to
this kind of waste.

Taxpayers should be able to trust
that every dollar is being used care-
fully and thoughtfully on effective and
efficient government that works for
them. I believe this legislation is a
good start in reining in Federal IT
spending and getting our government
back on track.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume, and I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 1626, the DHS IT Duplica-
tion Reduction Act of 2015.
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Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1626 seeks to ad-
dress duplication or fragmentation
within the Department of Homeland
Security’s information technology sys-
tems. Specifically, H.R. 1626 requires
the Department’s Chief Information Of-
ficer to report on the number of IT sys-
tems throughout the Department and
identify and address those areas 